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Economic growth is unsustainable 

Trainer 10 (Ted, Senior Lecturer at the University of New South Wales, “The Transition to a Just and Sustainable World,” Envirobrook, 2010, http://ssis.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/TheTransitionProcess.html) 
Consumer-capitalist society is grossly unsustainable and unjust.  We are far beyond levels of production and consumption that can be kept up or spread to all.  In addition consumer-capitalist society provides a few with high “living standards” by delivering to them far more than their fair share of world resources.  Technical advance cannot solve the problems; they cannot be fixed in or by consumer-capitalist society. There must be dramatic reductions in levels of economic output, and therefore there must be radical and extreme system change.  (For the detail see Part 1 of http://ssis.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/02c-TSW-14p.html) There must be transition to The Simpler Way, involving simpler lifestyles, high levels of local economic self-sufficiency, highly cooperative and participatory arrangements, an almost totally new economic system (one that is not driven by market forces or profit, and one that has no growth), and fundamental value change. Many realise a sustainable and just society must be mostly made up of small local economies in which people participate collectively to run their economies to meet needs using local resources, and in which the goal is a high quality of life and not monetary wealth.  This is a largely Anarchist vision and the coming conditions of scarcity will give us no choice about this.  Big, centralised authoritarian systems will not work.   (For more detail see Part 2 of the account at the above site.) The conditions we are entering, the era of scarcity, rule out most previous thinking about the good society and social transition.  The good society cannot be affluent, highly industrialised, centralised or globalised, and we cannot get to it by violent revolution led by a vanguard party.  Governments cannot make the transition for us, if only because there will be too few resources for governments to run the many local systems needed.  The new local societies can only be made to work by the willing effort of local people who understand why The Simpler Way is necessary and who want to live that way and who find it rewarding.   Only they know the local conditions and social situation and only they can develop the arrangements, networks, trust, cooperative climate etc. that suit them.  The producing, maintaining and administering will have to be carried out by them and things can’t work unless people are eager to cooperate, discuss, turn up to working bees, and be conscientious, and unless they have the required vision. A central government could not provide or impose these conditions even if it had the resources.  It must be developed, learned by us as we grope our way towards taking control of self-sufficient local economies. We do not have to get rid of consumer-capitalist society before we can begin to build the new society.  Fighting directly against the system is not going to contribute much to fundamental change at this point in time.  (It is at times necessary to fight against immediate threats.) The consumer-capitalist system has never been stronger than it is today.  The way we think we can beat it in the long run is to ignore it to death, i.e., to turn away from it as much as is possible and to start building its replacement and persuading people to come across.  The Anarchists provide the most important ideas, especially that of working to “Prefigure” the good society here and now, and focusing on development of the required vision in more and more people.

Economic collapse is inevitable – delay causes extinction
Barry 8 (Glen, Ph.D. in Land Resources from the University of Wisconsin-Madison, Economic Collapse and the Global Economy, January 12, 2008, earthmeanders.blogspot.com/2008/01/economic-collapse-and-global-ecology.html) 
Given widespread failure to pursue policies sufficient to reverse deterioration of the biosphere and avoid ecological collapse, the best we can hope for may be that the growth-based economic system crashes sooner rather than later   Humanity and the Earth are faced with an enormous conundrum -- sufficient climate policies enjoy political support only in times of rapid economic growth. Yet this growth is the primary factor driving greenhouse gas emissions and other environmental ills. The growth machine has pushed the planet well beyond its ecological carrying capacity, and unless constrained, can only lead to human extinction and an end to complex life.  With every economic downturn, like the one now looming in the United States, it becomes more difficult and less likely that policy sufficient to ensure global ecological sustainability will be embraced. This essay explores the possibility that from a biocentric viewpoint of needs for long-term global ecological, economic and social sustainability; it would be better for the economic collapse to come now rather than later.  Economic growth is a deadly disease upon the Earth, with capitalism as its most virulent strain. Throwaway consumption and explosive population growth are made possible by using up fossil fuels and destroying ecosystems. Holiday shopping numbers are covered by media in the same breath as Arctic ice melts, ignoring their deep connection. Exponential economic growth destroys ecosystems and pushes the biosphere closer to failure.  Humanity has proven itself unwilling and unable to address climate change and other environmental threats with necessary haste and ambition. Action on coal, forests, population, renewable energy and emission reductions could be taken now at net benefit to the economy. Yet, the losers -- primarily fossil fuel industries and their bought oligarchy -- successfully resist futures not dependent upon their deadly products.  Perpetual economic growth, and necessary climate and other ecological policies, are fundamentally incompatible. Global ecological sustainability depends critically upon establishing a steady state economy, whereby production is right-sized to not diminish natural capital. Whole industries like coal and natural forest logging will be eliminated even as new opportunities emerge in solar energy and environmental restoration.  This critical transition to both economic and ecological sustainability is simply not happening on any scale. The challenge is how to carry out necessary environmental policies even as economic growth ends and consumption plunges. The natural response is going to be liquidation of even more life-giving ecosystems, and jettisoning of climate policies, to vainly try to maintain high growth and personal consumption.   We know that humanity must reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% over coming decades. How will this and other necessary climate mitigation strategies be maintained during years of economic downturns, resource wars, reasonable demands for equitable consumption, and frankly, the weather being more pleasant in some places? If efforts to reduce emissions and move to a steady state economy fail; the collapse of ecological, economic and social systems is assured.   Bright greens take the continued existence of a habitable Earth with viable, sustainable populations of all species including humans as the ultimate truth and the meaning of life. Whether this is possible in a time of economic collapse is crucially dependent upon whether enough ecosystems and resources remain post collapse to allow humanity to recover and reconstitute sustainable, relocalized societies.  It may be better for the Earth and humanity's future that economic collapse comes sooner rather than later, while more ecosystems and opportunities to return to nature's fold exist. Economic collapse will be deeply wrenching -- part Great Depression, part African famine. There will be starvation and civil strife, and a long period of suffering and turmoil.  Many will be killed as balance returns to the Earth. Most people have forgotten how to grow food and that their identity is more than what they own. Yet there is some justice, in that those who have lived most lightly upon the land will have an easier time of it, even as those super-consumers living in massive cities finally learn where their food comes from and that ecology is the meaning of life. Economic collapse now means humanity and the Earth ultimately survive to prosper again.  Human suffering -- already the norm for many, but hitting the currently materially affluent -- is inevitable given the degree to which the planet's carrying capacity has been exceeded. We are a couple decades at most away from societal strife of a much greater magnitude as the Earth's biosphere fails. Humanity can take the bitter medicine now, and recover while emerging better for it; or our total collapse can be a final, fatal death swoon. 

No Transition Wars – Collapse causes peaceful mindset shift 

Baker 10 – adjunct professor at Dona Ana Branch Community College, author of Sacred Demise: Walking The Spiritual Path of Industrial Civilization's Collapse (Carolyn, 12/09, “Transition: The Sacred, The Scared, And The Scarred,” http://www.countercurrents.org/baker091210.htm)

I began researching Peak Oil, climate change, and economic collapse in 2002, and in 2007, well in advance of the unleashing of an official Transition movement, I came to understand that the ramifications of these were so enormous that they were literally challenging our species to look more incisively than ever before in human history not only at its place in relation to the earth community, but into its very essence. In fact, I realized that these daunting challenges would ultimately confront humans with the fundamental question of what it means to be a human being inhabiting planet earth. It became increasingly clear to me that these challenges were no longer simply challenges of energy, climate, economics, or politics, but that in fact, they were profoundly existential. I came to understand that if we follow the reverberations of them into the farthest reaches of the human psyche we will confront something greater than the human ego and the rational, linear mind. In fact, we will confront the mystery at our core and at the core of the human community at large. Thus, I began viewing the collapse of industrial civilization not as a calamity befalling the human species, but rather as an opportunity for humanity to become a uniquely new species—that as a result of navigating the loss of the way of life as it had known, it would become a species that could never again permit the kind of existence on this planet that industrial civilization has created.

***UQ***

Growth Unsustainable – General 
History proves economic growth is unsustainable 
MacKenzie 8 (Debora, contributor to New Scientist, “Why the Demise of Civilisation May be Inevitable,” NewScientist, April 2, 2008, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826501.500-why-the-demise-of-civilisation-may-be-inevitable.html) 

DOOMSDAY. The end of civilisation. Literature and film abound with tales of plague, famine and wars, which ravage the planet, leaving a few survivors scratching out a primitive existence amid the ruins. Every civilisation in history has collapsed, after all. Why should ours be any different? Doomsday scenarios typically feature a knockout blow: a massive asteroid, all-out nuclear war or a catastrophic pandemic. Yet there is another chilling possibility: what if the very nature of civilisation means that ours, like all the others, is destined to collapse sooner or later? A few researchers have been making such claims for years. Disturbingly, recent insights from fields such as complexity theory suggest that they are right. It appears that once a society develops beyond a certain level of complexity it becomes increasingly fragile. Eventually, it reaches a point at which even a relatively minor disturbance can bring everything crashing down. Some say we have already reached this point, and that it is time to start thinking about how we might manage collapse. Others insist it is not yet too late, and that we can - we must - act now to keep disaster at bay. History is not on our side. Think of Sumeria, of ancient Egypt and of the Maya. In his 2005 best-seller, Jared Diamond of the University of California, Los Angeles, blamed environmental mismanagement for the fall of the Mayan civilisation and others, and warned that we might be heading the same way unless we choose to stop destroying our environmental support systems. Lester Brown of the Earth Policy Institute in Washington DC agrees. He has that governments must pay more attention to vital environmental resources. "It's not about saving the planet. It's about saving civilisation," he says. 

Societal collapse is inevitable- the law of diminishing returns proves 
MacKenzie 8 (Debora, contributor to New Scientist, “Why the Demise of Civilisation May be Inevitable,” NewScientist, April 2, 2008, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826501.500-why-the-demise-of-civilisation-may-be-inevitable.html) 
Others think our problems run deeper. From the moment our ancestors started to settle down and build cities, we have had to find solutions to the problems that success brings. "For the past 10,000 years, problem solving has produced increasing complexity in human societies," says Joseph Tainter, an archaeologist at the University of Utah, Salt Lake City, and author of the 1988 book The Collapse of Complex Societies. If crops fail because rain is patchy, build irrigation canals. When they silt up, organise dredging crews. When the bigger crop yields lead to a bigger population, build more canals. When there are too many for ad hoc repairs, install a management bureaucracy, and tax people to pay for it. When they complain, invent tax inspectors and a system to record the sums paid. That much the Sumerians knew. Diminishing returns, there is, however, a price to be paid. Every extra layer of organisation imposes a cost in terms of energy, the common currency of all human efforts, from building canals to educating scribes. And increasing complexity, Tainter realised, produces diminishing returns. The extra food produced by each extra hour of labour - or joule of energy invested per farmed hectare - diminishes as that investment mounts. We see the same thing today in a declining number of patents per dollar invested in research as that research investment mounts. This law of diminishing returns appears everywhere, Tainter says. To keep growing, societies must keep solving problems as they arise. Yet each problem solved means more complexity. Success generates a larger population, more kinds of specialists, more resources to manage, more information to juggle - and, ultimately, less bang for your buck. Eventually, says Tainter, the point is reached when all the energy and resources available to a society are required just to maintain its existing level of complexity. Then when the climate changes or barbarians invade, overstretched institutions break down and civil order collapses. What emerges is a less complex society, which is organised on a smaller scale or has been taken over by another group. Tainter sees diminishing returns as the underlying reason for the collapse of all ancient civilisations, from the early Chinese dynasties to the Greek city-state of Mycenae. These civilisations relied on the solar energy that could be harvested from food, fodder and wood, and from wind. When this had been stretched to its limit, things fell apart. Western industrial civilisation has become bigger and more complex than any before it by exploiting new sources of energy, notably coal and oil, but these are limited. There are increasing signs of diminishing returns: the energy required to get is mounting and although global is still increasing, constant innovation is needed to cope with environmental degradation and evolving - the yield boosts per unit of investment in innovation are shrinking. "Since problems are inevitable," Tainter warns, "this process is in part ineluctable." Is Tainter right? An analysis of complex systems has led Yaneer Bar-Yam, head of the New England Complex Systems Institute in Cambridge, Massachusetts, to the same conclusion that Tainter reached from studying history. Social organisations become steadily more complex as they are required to deal both with environmental problems and with challenges from neighbouring societies that are also becoming more complex, Bar-Yam says. This eventually leads to a fundamental shift in the way the society is organised. 

Globalization makes collapse unavoidable 

MacKenzie 8 (Debora, contributor to New Scientist, “Why the Demise of Civilisation May be Inevitable,” NewScientist, April 2, 2008, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826501.500-why-the-demise-of-civilisation-may-be-inevitable.html) 

The reason is that as networks become ever tighter, they start to transmit shocks rather than absorb them. "The intricate networks that tightly connect us together - and move people, materials, information, money and energy - amplify and transmit any shock," says Homer-Dixon. "A financial crisis, a terrorist attack or a disease outbreak has almost instant destabilising effects, from one side of the world to the other." For instance, in 2003 large areas of North America and Europe suffered when apparently insignificant nodes of their respective electricity grids failed. And this year China suffered a similar blackout after heavy snow hit power lines. Tightly coupled networks like these create the potential for propagating failure across many critical industries, says Charles Perrow of Yale University, a leading authority on industrial accidents and disasters. Credit crunch Perrow says interconnectedness in the global production system has now reached the point where "a breakdown anywhere increasingly means a breakdown everywhere". This is especially true of the world's financial systems, where the coupling is very tight. "Now we have a debt crisis with the biggest player, the US. The consequences could be enormous." "A networked society behaves like a multicellular organism," says Bar-Yam, "random damage is like lopping a chunk off a sheep." Whether or not the sheep survives depends on which chunk is lost. And while we are pretty sure which chunks a sheep needs, it isn't clear - it may not even be predictable - which chunks of our densely networked civilisation are critical, until it's too late. "When we do the analysis, almost any part is critical if you lose enough of it," says Bar-Yam. "Now that we can ask questions of such systems in more sophisticated ways, we are discovering that they can be very vulnerable. That means civilisation is very vulnerable." So what can we do? "The key issue is really whether we respond successfully in the face of the new vulnerabilities we have," Bar-Yam says. That means making sure our "global sheep" does not get injured in the first place - something that may be hard to guarantee as the climate shifts and the world's fuel and mineral resources dwindle. Scientists in other fields are also warning that complex systems are prone to collapse. Similar ideas have emerged from the study of natural cycles in ecosystems, based on the work of ecologist Buzz Holling, now at the University of Florida, Gainesville. Some ecosystems become steadily more complex over time: as a patch of new forest grows and matures, specialist species may replace more generalist species, biomass builds up and the trees, beetles and bacteria form an increasingly rigid and ever more tightly coupled system. "It becomes an extremely efficient system for remaining constant in the face of the normal range of conditions," says Homer-Dixon. But unusual conditions - an insect outbreak, fire or drought - can trigger dramatic changes as the impact cascades through the system. The end result may be the collapse of the old ecosystem and its replacement by a newer, simpler one. Globalisation is resulting in the same tight coupling and fine-tuning of our systems to a narrow range of conditions, he says. Redundancy is being systematically eliminated as companies maximise profits. Some products are produced by only one factory worldwide. Financially, it makes sense, as mass production maximises efficiency. Unfortunately, it also minimises resilience. "We need to be more selective about increasing the connectivity and speed of our critical systems," says Homer-Dixon. "Sometimes the costs outweigh the benefits." Is there an alternative? Could we heed these warnings and start carefully climbing back down the complexity ladder? Tainter knows of only one civilisation that managed to decline but not fall. "After the Byzantine empire lost most of its territory to the Arabs, they simplified their entire society. Cities mostly disappeared, literacy and numeracy declined, their economy became less monetised, and they switched from professional army to peasant militia." Pulling off the same trick will be harder for our more advanced society. Nevertheless, Homer-Dixon thinks we should be taking action now. "First, we need to encourage distributed and decentralised production of vital goods like energy and food," he says. "Second, we need to remember that slack isn't always waste. A manufacturing company with a large inventory may lose some money on warehousing, but it can keep running even if its suppliers are temporarily out of action." The electricity industry in the US has already started identifying hubs in the grid with no redundancy available and is putting some back in, Homer-Dixon points out. Governments could encourage other sectors to follow suit. The trouble is that in a world of fierce competition, private companies will always increase efficiency unless governments subsidise inefficiency in the public interest. Homer-Dixon doubts we can stave off collapse completely. He points to what he calls "tectonic" stresses that will shove our rigid, tightly coupled system outside the range of conditions it is becoming ever more finely tuned to. These include population growth, the growing divide between the world's rich and poor, financial instability, weapons proliferation, disappearing forests and fisheries, and climate change. In imposing new complex solutions we will run into the problem of diminishing returns - just as we are running out of cheap and plentiful energy. "This is the fundamental challenge humankind faces. We need to allow for the healthy breakdown in natural function in our societies in a way that doesn't produce catastrophic collapse, but instead leads to healthy renewal," Homer-Dixon says. This is what happens in forests, which are a patchy mix of old growth and newer areas created by disease or fire. If the ecosystem in one patch collapses, it is recolonised and renewed by younger forest elsewhere. We must allow partial breakdown here and there, followed by renewal, he says, rather than trying so hard to avert breakdown by increasing complexity that any resulting crisis is actually worse. Lester Brown thinks we are fast running out of time. "The world can no longer afford to waste a day. We need a Great Mobilisation, as we had in wartime," he says. "There has been tremendous progress in just the past few years. For the first time, I am starting to see how an alternative economy might emerge. But it's now a race between tipping points - which will come first, a switch to sustainable technology, or collapse?" Tainter is not convinced that even new technology will save civilisation in the long run. "I sometimes think of this as a 'faith-based' approach to the future," he says. Even a society reinvigorated by cheap new energy sources will eventually face the problem of diminishing returns once more. Innovation itself might be subject to diminishing returns, or perhaps absolute limits. Studies of the way by Luis Bettencourt of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, New Mexico, support this idea. His team's work suggests that an ever-faster rate of innovation is required to keep cities growing and prevent stagnation or collapse, and in the long run this cannot be sustainable. 

Growth can’t continue- collapse is inevitable
MacKenzie 12 (Debora, contributor to New Scientist, “Boom and Doom: Revisiting Prophecies of Collapse,” Counter Currents, January 10, 2012, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826501.500-why-the-demise-of-civilisation-may-be-inevitable.html) PCS 

At the beginning of the 1970s, a group of young scientists set out to explore our future. Their findings shook a generation and may be even more relevant than ever today. The question the group set out to answer was: what would happen if the world’s population and industry continued to grow rapidly? Could growth continue indefinitely or would we start to hit limits at some point? In those days, few believed that there were any limits to growth – some economists still don’t. Even those who accepted that on a finite planet there must be some limits usually assumed that growth would merely level off as we approached them. These notions, however, were based on little more than speculation and ideology. The young scientists tried to take a more rigorous approach: using a computer model to explore possible futures. What was shocking was that their simulations, far from showing growth continuing forever, or even levelling out, suggested that it was most likely that boom would be followed by bust: a sharp decline in industrial output, food production and population. In other words, the collapse of global civilisation.

The economy is unsustainable due to current consumptive cultural traits 

Taylor and Taylor 7 (Duncan M., Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Victoria in British Columbia, and Graeme M., coordinator of BEST Futures and Lecturer in Global Processes at Royal Roads University in British Columbia, The Collapse and Transformation of Our World, Journal of Future Studies 11(3), February 2007, pgs. 31-32, http://www.jfs.tku.edu.tw/11-3/A02.pdf) PCS 

The long-term viability of human societies is utterly dependent on the long-term viability of the biophysical systems that support them. Consequently, the long-term sustainability of human systems requires the maintenance and restoration of ecosystem integrity, resilience, and biodiversity. Industrial economies are unsustainable because they are based on a mechanistic worldview: reality is made up of discrete objects rather than interrelated systems. As a result they convert "natural capital" into manufactured and financial capital without taking into account environmental costs. [Diagram 3] Industrial civilization will continue to destroy its own life support systems because its economic system is based upon continuous material growth, and continuous material growth involves the constant degradation of biophysical systems. Driving our unsustainable global economy is an unsustainable culture. The consumer culture creates false needs for power, status and wealth instead of satisfying real needs for meaning, community and survival. Consumer society creates the illusion of scarcity in the rich world, where people try to satisfy their emotional and spiritual needs through consuming things, and real scarcity in the poor world, where the resources do not exist to meet basic human needs for food, shelter, health and education. Because real human needs cannot be satisfied by a consumer culture, people will never feel that they have enough and there will never be an end to the destruction of the environment. However, our most basic need is to survive, and without a livable environment we will not survive. A culture based on greed is not just morally wrong, it is unsustainable.

Decline is inevitable- the economy is based off of an unsustainable foundation

Brownlee 10 (Michael, co-founder of Transition Colorado, essay adapted from a presentation at Xavier University, The Evolution of Transition in the U.S., Transition Times Colorado, November 30, 2010, http://www.countercurrents.org/brownlee301110.htm) PCS 
The third area we must talk about is the economy, and this is precisely the arena that the founders of the Transition movement in Totnes have been so skittish about taking on as part of the context for Transition—until very recently, thanks to American Chris Martenson and Canadian Nicole Foss (who writes under the name “Stoneleigh”). Here, we need to know that economic decline will soon accelerate to inevitable collapse. There will be no long-term economic recovery. The underpinnings of modern human society (and the global economy) as we have known it are fundamentally unsustainable, and they are beginning to unravel before our eyes. This is partly because the entire globalized economy is based on the U.S. dollar, which is based on cheap oil. And now the whole system is beginning to come apart. When you hear predictions of economic recovery, just remember that those economists and politicians who are making these predictions are the very same ones who were predicting not so long ago that there was virtually zero chance that we could slip into an economic recession—and we now understand they were saying this at a time when we were already at least a year into recession.

Economic growth can’t and won’t continue 
Brownlee 10 (Michael, co-founder of Transition Colorado, essay adapted from a presentation at Xavier University, The Evolution of Transition in the U.S., Transition Times Colorado, November 30, 2010, http://www.countercurrents.org/brownlee301110.htm) PCS 

We need to recognize these rosy predictions for what they are, and prepare for the end of economic growth, as we have known it. In our lifetime, we will most likely experience roller-coaster periods of global recession followed by weak and partial recoveries; this will ultimately give way to grinding, long-term global depression. In the process, many of the institutions on which we have come to rely as anchors for certainty and normalcy and sanity will surely fail, some of them slowly, some of them suddenly and spectacularly. It will be a chaotic time for the next several decades, and the chaos will prevail long after most of us have left this planet. Over the last few years I’ve noticed that we tend to think of fossil fuel depletion, climate change, and economic decline as three separate global crises. But of course they are all deeply interrelated. When we say this, it seems so obvious. But we’re just beginning to wake up to this reality: Our growth economy is based on cheap fossil fuels, and burning fossil fuels is obviously dramatically altering our climate. Therefore, economic growth as we have known it cannot and will not continue. Our Industrial Growth Society cannot and will not continue.

Growth is unsustainable- environmental damage, energy demand, and population growth prove 

Brown et al 11 (James, distinguished professor of Biology at the University of New Mexico, external faculty of the Santa Fe Institute, William Burnside, William Dunn, Jordan Okie, Wenyun Zuo, PhD candidates in the University of New Mexico’s Department of Biology, John DeLong, postdoctoral associate at Yale University in the Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Marcus Hamilton, archaeological anthropologist at the University of New Mexico, Norman Mercado-Silva, research specialist with the School of Natural Resources and the Environment, Jeffrey Nekola, ecologist at the University of New Mexico, William Woodruff, scientist at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Energetic Limits to Economic Growth, BioScience Magazine, 61(1), January 2001, pg. 22, http://www.aibs.org/bioscience-press-releases/resources/Davidson.pdf) PCS 

Quantitative relationships among energy use, GDP, and other socioeconomic indicators: Some may be concerned that the relationships in figures 1 and 2 do not reflect what is “really important,” which might be some aspect of quality of life rather than GDP. However, nearly all measures of economic activity and standard of living are closely correlated with both GDP and energy use (figure 3; for additional variables, see figure S2 in the supplemental online materials at www.jstor.org/ stable/10.1525/bio.2011.61.1.7). These include measures of nutrition, education, health care, resource use, technology, and innovation. These relationships are not surprising and reflect mechanistic underpinnings. It takes money and energy to train engineers, MDs, and PhDs; to produce vaccines, drugs, and medical equipment; and to construct and maintain road, rail, airplane, cell phone, and Internet networks, hospitals and research centers, parks and conservation areas, and modern buildings and cities. The ecological footprint, an aggregate measure of per capita resource consumption and waste production, also increases with energy use and GDP (figure 3; Dietz et al. 2007). Figure 3 shows that it has not been possible to increase socially desirable goods and services substantially without concomitantly increasing the consumption of energy and other natural resources and without increasing environmental impacts that now include climate change, pollution, altered biogeochemical cycles, and reduced biodiversity. These empirical patterns, together with their theoretical underpinnings, raise the question of whether economic growth and associated increases in human population, resource use, technological development, and standard of living can continue their present trajectories (Grossman and Krueger 1995, Ausubel 1996). In figure 4 we develop some quantitative scenarios. We caution that these are not intended to be predictions of the future; rather, they are extrapolations of the power-law relationship shown in figure 1 to estimate the quantity of energy that would be required to support different global populations and levels of economic development. So, for example, raising the current global population to the standard of living in the United States would require a nearly fivefold increase in the rate of energy consumption, from 17 to 77 terawatts (1 terawatt = 1012 watts). Population growth must also be considered in any future scenario. To support a projected global population of 9.5 billion in 2050 with an average standard of living equivalent to the current US lifestyle would require about 268 terawatts, 16 times the current global energy use. Even maintaining this increased population at the more modest Chinese standard of living would require 2.5 times more energy than is used today (figure 4).

Growth can’t be sustained due to resource dependence and the laws of thermodynamics- our assumes most current models 

Brown et al 11 (James, distinguished professor of Biology at the University of New Mexico, external faculty of the Santa Fe Institute, William Burnside, William Dunn, Jordan Okie, Wenyun Zuo, PhD candidates in the University of New Mexico’s Department of Biology, John DeLong, postdoctoral associate at Yale University in the Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Marcus Hamilton, archaeological anthropologist at the University of New Mexico, Norman Mercado-Silva, research specialist with the School of Natural Resources and the Environment, Jeffrey Nekola, ecologist at the University of New Mexico, William Woodruff, scientist at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Energetic Limits to Economic Growth, BioScience Magazine, 61(1), January 2001, pgs. 24-25, http://www.aibs.org/bioscience-press-releases/resources/Davidson.pdf) PCS 
We are by no means the first to write about the limits to economic growth and the fundamental energetic constraints that stem directly from the laws of thermodynamics and the principles of ecology. Beginning with Malthus (1798), both ecologists and economists have called attention to the essential dependence of economies on natural resources and have pointed out that near-exponential growth of the human population and economy cannot be sustained indefinitely in a world of finite resources (e.g., Soddy 1922, Odum 1971, Daly 1977, Georgescu-Roegen 1977, Cleveland et al. 1984, Costanza and Daly 1992, Hall et al. 2001, Arrow et al. 2004, Stern 2004, Nel and van Zyl 2010). Some ecological economists and systems ecologists have made similar theoretical arguments for energetic constraints on economic systems (e.g., Odum 1971, Hall et al. 1986). However, these perspectives have not been incorporated into mainstream economic theory, practice, or pedagogy (e.g., Barro and Sala-i-Martin 2003, Mankiw 2006), and they have been downplayed in consensus statements by influential ecologists (e.g., Lubchenco et al. 1991, Palmer et al. 2004, ESA 2009) and sustainability scientists (e.g., NRC 1999, Kates et al. 2001, ICS 2002, Kates and Parris 2003, Parris and Kates 2003, Clark 2007). Our explicitly macroecological and metabolic approach uses new data and analyses to provide quantitative, mechanistic, and practically relevant insights into energetic limits on economic growth. We hope the evidence and interpretations presented here will call the attention of scientists, policymakers, world leaders, and the public to the central but largely underappreciated role of energetic limits to economic growth.

Growth is unsustainable due to goals of economic growth and consumption 

Trainer 9 (Ted, Lecturer and visiting fellow in the Faculty of the Arts at the University of New South Wales, An Outline of the Global Situation: The Sustainable Alternative Society, and the Transition to it, University of New South Wales, October 22, 2009, http://socialsciences.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/TSWmain.html) PCS 
The most serious fault in our society is the commitment to an affluent-industrial-consumer lifestyle and to an economy that must have constant and limitless growth in output. Our way of life is grossly unsustainable. Our levels of production and consumption are far too high to be kept up for very long and could never be extended to all people. We are rapidly depleting resources and damaging the environment. Following are some of the main points that support these limits to growth conclusions. (For the detailed limits case see Note 1.) Rich countries, with about one-fifth of the world’s people, are consuming about three quarters of the world’s resource production. Our per capita consumption is about 15+ times that of the poorest half of the world’s people. World population will probably reach around 9 billion, somewhere after 2060. If all those people were to have the present Australian per capita resource consumption, then world production of all resources would have to be about 6 times as great as it is now. If we tried to raise present world production to that level by 2050 we would by then have completely exhausted all probably recoverable resources of one third of the basic mineral items we use. All probably recoverable resources of coal, oil, gas, tar sand and shale oil, and uranium (via burner reactors) would have been exhausted by 2045. Petroleum appears to be especially limited. A number of geologists have concluded that world oil supply will probably peak by 2010. If all 9 billion people were to use timber at the rich world per capita rate we would need 3.5 times the world's present forest area. If all 9 billion were to have a rich world diet, which takes about .5 ha of land to produce, we would need 4.5 billion ha of food producing land. But there are only 1.4 billion ha of cropland in use today and this is likely to decrease. Ecological resources are being severely depleted. We are losing species, forests, land, coral reefs, grasslands and fisheries at accelerating rates. Water shortages are serious and increasing. There are already food shortages causing riots in several countries. Phosphorus is a worry; supplies might only last two decades. Several minerals are becoming scarce, including platinum, hafnium, indium, gallium, and copper and zinc. Helium gas is also a problem. Recent "Footprint" analysis estimates that it takes 8 ha of productive land to provide water, energy settlement area and food for one person living in Australia. So if 9 billion people were to live as we do in Sydney we would need about 72 billion ha of productive land. But that is about 9 times all the available productive land on the planet. The most coercive argument is to do with the greenhouse situation. It is increasingly being accepted that we must totally eliminate all CO2 emissions to the atmosphere by 2100, and probably by 2050. (Hansen, 2008, Climate Action Summit, 2009, Andrews and Bows, 2009.) There is a strong case that it will not be possible to do this while maintaining consumer-capitalist society. Firstly it will not be possible to burn coal and sequester the resulting CO2 because only 80-90% of it can be captured for storage, and because the 50% of emissions from non-stationary sources such as cars cannot be captured. Secondly it will not be possible to substitute alternative energy sources for carbon emitting fuels on the scale required. (See below.) These have been some of the main limits to growth arguments which lead to the conclusion that there is no possibility of all people rising to the living standards we take for granted today in rich countries like Australia. Note the magnitude of the overshoot. Most people have no idea of how far beyond sustainable levels of consumption we are, and how big the reductions will have to be. We seem to be at least 10 times over some crucial limits, e.g., re footprint and greenhouse. It is difficult to see how anyone could avoid the conclusion that we should be trying move to far simpler and less resource-expensive lifestyles and systems. The necessary reductions cannot be achieved without dramatic reductions in the amount of production, consumption and therefore economic activity going on. While it is important to recognise that over-population is a very serious global problem, there is a much bigger one –- that is, over-consumption. Now add the absurdly impossible implications of economic growth. But the foregoing argument has only been that the present levels of production and consumption are quite unsustainable. Yet we are determined to increase present living standards and levels of output and consumption, as much as possible and without any end in sight. In other words, our supreme national goal is economic growth. Few people seem to recognise the absurdly impossible consequences of pursing economic growth. If we have a 3% p.a. increase in output, by 2080 we will be producing 8 times as much every year. If by then all 9 billion people expected had risen to the living standards we would have then, the total world economic output would be more than 60 times as great as it is today! Yet the present level is unsustainable.

Latest research proves growth is unsustainable 

Boyle 12 (Rebecca, Visiting Lecturer at the University of Akron and contributor to Popular Science, MIT Predicts That World Economy Will Collapse by 2030, Popular Science, April 5, 2012, http://www.popsci.com/science/article/2012-04/new-research-tracks-40-year-old-prediction-world-economy-will-collapse-2030) 

Forty years after its initial publication, a study called The Limits to Growth is looking depressingly prescient. Commissioned by an international think tank called the Club of Rome, the 1972 report found that if civilization continued on its path toward increasing consumption, the global economy would collapse by 2030. Population losses would ensue, and things would generally fall apart. The study was — and remains — nothing if not controversial, with economists doubting its predictions and decrying the notion of imposing limits on economic growth. Australian researcher Graham Turner has examined its assumptions in great detail during the past several years, and apparently his latest research falls in line with the report’s predictions, according to Smithsonian Magazine. The world is on track for disaster, the magazine says. The study, initially completed at MIT, relied on several computer models of economic trends and estimated that if things didn’t change much, and humans continued to consume natural resources apace, the world would run out at some point. Oil will peak (some argue it has) before dropping down the other side of the bell curve, yet demand for food and services would only continue to rise. Turner says real-world data from 1970 to 2000 tracks with the study’s draconian predictions: “There is a very clear warning bell being rung here. We are not on a sustainable trajectory,” he tells Smithsonian.

Levels of production and consumption are unsustainable- new technologies won’t solve
Trainer 00 (Ted, Lecturer and visiting fellow in the Faculty of the Arts at the University of New South Wales, Where are we, Where do we Want to be, How do we Get There? Democracy and Nature: The International Journal of Inclusive Democracy, 6(2), July 2000, http://www.democracynature.org/vol6/trainer_where.htm) PCS 

Over the past 30 years a formidable case has accumulated in support of the claim that the living standards and levels of production and consumption characteristic of rich countries are grossly unsustainable for resource and environmental reasons. This conclusion can be arrived at via any one of a number of lines or argument. [8] For example estimated potentially recoverable resources for fossil fuels and minerals indicate that if we were to try to increase production to the point where all people expected on the planet by 2070, perhaps 10 billion, were each to have the present rich world per capita consumption, then all fuels and one-third of the mineral items would be totally exhausted by about 2040. Renewable energy sources are very unlikely to be able to fill the gap. [9] This means that there is no possibility of all people rising to the per capita resource consumption typical of the rich countries today. The greenhouse problem provides a similar argument. If the carbon content of the atmosphere were to be prevented from increasing any further, world energy use for 10 billion people would have to be reduced to a per capita average that is just 6% of the present rich world average. Most people have little understanding of the magnitude of the reductions required for sustainability. “Footprint analysis” indicates that to provide for one person living in a rich world city requires at least 4.5 ha of productive land. If 10 billion people were to live that way the amount of productive land required would be around 8 times all the productive land on the planet. [10] Figures of these kinds indicate that present rich world levels of production and consumption are far beyond sustainability. Yet the supreme commitment in rich and poor countries is to economic growth; i.e., to constantly increasing levels of production and consumption without limit. The absurdly impossible implications are made clear by asking what increase there would be in Gross World Product if by 2070 the expected 10 billion people were to have risen to the living standards people in rich countries would have, given 3% growth until then. The answer is an approximately 100-fold increase in present Gross World Product. (If a 4% average growth rate is assumed the multiple is 200.) These sorts of figures should leave no doubt that there is no possibility of all people rising to anything like the living standards we in rich countries have, let alone those we aspire to. A sustainable society must therefore be defined in terms that extend well beyond taking social control over the market. It must focus on notions of simplicity, co-operation and self-sufficiency and a long period of negative economic growth culminating in a steady-state economy, notions which many on the Left find distasteful.
Growth Unsustainable – Energy 

Lack of energy means growth is unsustainable 

Martenson 11 (Chris, former American biochemical scientist and Vice President of Pfizer, Oil and the Economy, Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas USA, October 24, 2011, http://aspousa.org/2011/10/oil-and-the-economy-by-chris-martenson/) PCS 

Recently there was a revealing AP story about coal seams in Kentucky being chased that were only six inches thick. Revealing because it tells us a lot about where we are in the net energy story. Those managing pensions with 30-year investment horizons should be thinking really hard about those six inch coal seams. They should ponder what it means that half of all the oil ever burned has been burned over the past 22 years and wonder about where the supplies will come from to fund the next 22 years. In fact all of us should; what we assume to be the way the world works, and the way all of those interlocking complex systems function, is a very, very recent development historically speaking and can continue if, and only If, the amount of available surplus energy continues to grow. This is not an idle concern, but one that will shape our futures by shaking our monetary and economic systems to the core. Such is the nature of complex systems starved of the requisite amount of energy required to both maintain and advance the current level of complexity. The implications for stocks, bonds, and every other growth-dependent investment class are enormous. In aggregate they will fall in value. Whether dollars, euros or yen are depreciated or inflated in value does not matter, either way stocks and bonds will be worth less than they currently are because the growth premium will be reduced or eliminated.

Net decline in energy results in collapse- the laws of thermodynamics prove 

Martenson 11 (Chris, former American biochemical scientist and Vice President of Pfizer, Oil and the Economy, Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas USA, October 24, 2011, http://aspousa.org/2011/10/oil-and-the-economy-by-chris-martenson/) PCS 
When I have the opportunity to present to and interact with people who are one the economic/financial side of the equation, they very rarely understand – truly understand – the energy side of the equation. You know, the not-so-subtle difference between total energy and net energy, and the fact that the first and second laws of thermodynamics have never been broken. And in reverse, I often find that people in the energy camp do not really appreciate how the economy functions, and that it is really a complex system with multiple nested feedback loops predicated upon growth. In my view, each camp would benefit from spending a little bit more time in the other camp because both are really making some very profound assumptions. The economic folks are assuming that energy will somehow be found and brought to market and the energy folks are assuming that the economy will be there to support their capital and technology-intensive efforts. Neither of these assumptions are very helpful if they help us overlook the potential disruption that declining net energy could unleash within our economy. To return to the idea of our economy as a complex system for a minute. The field of complexity research is pretty robust and understands the basic principles of the coupling between energy flows and complexity. Whether the complex system being studied is a wave encountering the shore, a pile of sand, or an economy; the same fundamental rules seem to apply. Maintaining complexity requires energy while increasing complexity requires more energy. At this point I have to confess that my earlier description of the economy was woefully narrow. Yes, it is a nested system with multiple feedback loops, but those in turn are interconnected with political, social and cultural systems, each of which are themselves complex systems. It is in the largest sense that we must consider the impact of declining net energy on the complexity and behaviors of our most critical systems. To make things even more uncertain, another feature of complex systems is that they are inherently unpredictable. When an event might occur, or how big that event might be, are both unknowable, whether it is the size and timing next earthquake on an overdue fault or the vigor and demands of the social uprising we are talking about. Complex systems are frequently tightly coupled and little events cascade and become larger events; the so-called butterfly effect. My view here is that a decline in net energy will disrupt the economy, and other interlocking systems, in ways that are both unknowable and larger than expected by most.

Economic Collapse Inevitable
Economic collapse is inevitable – it forces a transition to sustainable communities – we indict your authors

Brownlee 10 – This essay was adapted from a presentation at Xavier University in Cincinnati on Nov. 7, 2010, as part of a lecture series on Ethics, Religion, and Society (Michael, 11/30, “The Evolution Of Transition In The U.S,” http://countercurrents.org/brownlee301110.htm)

Here, we need to know that economic decline will soon accelerate to inevitable collapse. There will be no long-term economic recovery. The underpinnings of modern human society (and the global economy) as we have known it are fundamentally unsustainable, and they are beginning to unravel before our eyes. This is partly because the entire globalized economy is based on the U.S. dollar, which is based on cheap oil. And now the whole system is beginning to come apart. When you hear predictions of economic recovery, just remember that those economists and politicians who are making these predictions are the very same ones who were predicting not so long ago that there was virtually zero chance that we could slip into an economic recession—and we now understand they were saying this at a time when we were already at least a year into recession. We need to recognize these rosy predictions for what they are, and prepare for the end of economic growth as we have known it. In our lifetime, we will most likely experience roller-coaster periods of global recession followed by weak and partial recoveries; this will ultimately give way to grinding, long-term global depression. In the process, many of the institutions on which we have come to rely as anchors for certainty and normalcy and sanity will surely fail, some of them slowly, some of them suddenly and spectacularly. It will be a chaotic time for the next several decades, and the chaos will prevail long after most of us have left this planet. Over the last few years I’ve noticed that we tend to think of fossil fuel depletion, climate change, and economic decline as three separate global crises. But of course they are all deeply interrelated. When we say this, it seems so obvious. But we’re just beginning to wake up to this reality: Our growth economy is based on cheap fossil fuels, and burning fossil fuels is obviously dramatically altering our climate. Therefore, economic growth as we have known it cannot and will not continue. Our Industrial Growth Society cannot and will not continue. This is what James Howard Kunstler has called The Long Emergency. And this is really what we are preparing ourselves and our communities for. Clearly, we are entering into a prolonged period of profound change, an era of “unintended consequences.” The changes that are coming our way will profoundly alter not only how we live, but even how we conceive of ourselves, how we think about the world, and how we see the future. And not only will we have to learn to cope with severe disruption to our conception of ourselves and the world, but we will also need to forge a new vision of the world that we can live by. Where will that vision come from? The larger context for the Transition movement, of course, is that all communities are in transition, whether we realize it or not, whether there is a formal Transition Initiative present or not—and so are all cultures, all nations, and all institutions. We are in a transition as a species, even as a planet in a larger Universe.

Continuing consumption inevitably means collapse

MacKenzie 12 (Debora, contributor to New Scientist, “Boom and Doom: Revisiting Prophecies of Collapse,” Counter Currents, January 10, 2012, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826501.500-why-the-demise-of-civilisation-may-be-inevitable.html) PCS 

This was unexpected and shocking. Why should the world’s economy collapse rather than stabilise? In World3, it happened because of the complex feedbacks between different global subsystems such as industry, health and agriculture. More industrial output meant more money to spend on agriculture and healthcare, but also more pollution, which could damage health and food production. And most importantly, says Randers, in the real world there are delays before limits are understood, institutions act or remedies take effect. These delayed responses were programmed into World3. The model crashed because its hypothetical people did not respond to the mounting problems before underlying support systems, such as farmland and ecosystems, had been damaged. Instead, they carried on consuming and polluting past the point the model world could sustain. The result was what economists call a bubble and Limits called overshoot. The impact of these response delays was “the fundamental scientific message” of the study, says Randers. Critics, and even fans of the study, he says, didn’t get this point.

Increasing population limitations will result in collapse 
MacKenzie 12 (Debora, contributor to New Scientist, “Boom and Doom: Revisiting Prophecies of Collapse,” Counter Currents, January 10, 2012, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826501.500-why-the-demise-of-civilisation-may-be-inevitable.html) PCS 

We already know the future will be different from the standard run in one respect, says Bar-Yam. Although the actual world population up to 2000 has been similar, in the scenario the rate of population growth increases with time – one of the exponential drivers of collapse. Although Limits took account of the fact that birth rates fall as prosperity rises, in reality they have fallen much faster than was expected when the book was written. “It is reasonable to be concerned about resource limitations in fifty years,” Bar-Yam says, “but the population is not even close to growing [the way Limits projected in 1972].” The book itself may be partly responsible. Bar-Yam thinks some of the efforts in the 1970s to cut population growth were at least partly due to Limits. “If it helped do that, it bought us more time, and it’s a very important work in the history of humanity,” he says. Yet World3 still suggests we’ll hit the buffers eventually. The original Limits team put out an updated study using World3 in 2005, which included faster-falling birth rates. Except in the stabilising scenario, World3 still collapsed.

Collapse is inevitable due to resource consumption

Taylor and Taylor 7 (Duncan M., Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Victoria in British Columbia, and Graeme M., coordinator of BEST Futures and Lecturer in Global Processes at Royal Roads University in British Columbia, The Collapse and Transformation of Our World, Journal of Future Studies 11(3), February 2007, pgs. 29-31, http://www.jfs.tku.edu.tw/11-3/A02.pdf) PCS 

The world as we know it is coming to an end. Industrial civilization will soon collapse because of a fatal flaw: it is designed to grow constantly within a finite planet. [Diagram 1] Our economic system has reached its global limits of growth and is now unsustainable. Humanity is currently using 25% more renewable resources each year than the biosphere is producing (World Wildlife Fund 2006). This is deficit spending, which means that we are now consuming the biophysical foundations of our civilization. [Diagram 2] The pace of environmental destruction is likely to accelerate: between the year 2006 and 2050 the world population is projected to increase from 6 billion to 8.9 billion (United Nations 2004), while world consumption is projected to almost quadruple (Poncet 2006). While world population, per capita consumption and expectations are increasing, resources are declining. On every continent water tables are dropping, forests are dis- appearing, major fisheries are degrading, topsoil is eroding, oil and mineral discoveries are becoming rarer, and the air is being polluted. If present trends continue, global warming alone may cause the extinction of 25% of all existing animal and plant species within 50 years (Tidwell 2006).

Unavoidable crises lead to inevitable collapse
Taylor and Taylor 7 (Duncan M., Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Victoria in British Columbia, and Graeme M., coordinator of BEST Futures and Lecturer in Global Processes at Royal Roads University in British Columbia, The Collapse and Transformation of Our World, Journal of Future Studies 11(3), February 2007, pg. 31, http://www.jfs.tku.edu.tw/11-3/A02.pdf) PCS 

Our health and survival is dependent on the health and survival of the complex ecosystems that support life on our planet. Already we are beginning to witness the cascading collapse of interconnected ecosystems (Bright 2000). As a result the foundations of industrial civilization have also begun to collapse. Environmental and demographic trends alone indicate that the frequency, severity and scale of crises will escalate over the next two decades. These regional crises will progressively interact with each other to create global crises. A failing world economy will affect increasing numbers of people, who will begin to question the values and institutions of the current world order. At this point humanity will reach a bifurcation point: our unsustainable global civilization will either transform itself into a sustain- able global civilization, or it will enter a prolonged period of escalating crises marked by the collapse of vital ecosystems, conflicts over disappearing resources, population decline, political fragmentation, and economic and social regression. One way or the other the world as we know it will soon end.

Newest models prove collapse is imminent

The Inquisitr 12 (The Inquisitr, Global Economic Collapse Imminent: MIT Researchers Predict Next Great Depression by 2030, April 5, 2012, http://www.inquisitr.com/215867/global-economic-collapse-imminent-mit-researchers-predict-next-great-depression-2030/) 

According to a study released by researchers at Jay W. Forrester’s institute at MIT, the world is headed for a “global economic collapse” if humans around the planet do not waver in their consumption of natural resource. Not only is global economic collapse imminent at the current rate of resource consumption and population growth, “precipitous population decline” will also occur. Recent findings published in the study coincide with those of the Limits to Growth, which is an academic report from 1972. Smithsonian Magazine wrote about an Australian physicist named Graham Turner who famously said: “The world is on track for disaster.” According to the report, which was produced for The Club of Rome, the researchers conjured a computing model in order to forecast various scenarios based upon the current models of global resource consumption and population growth. A computing model is a mathematical model of a complex process or system, which requires conditions for testing. The majority of the computer scenarios processed indicated imminent economic collapse would occur right around the year 2030. Unlimited economic growth potential is still a possibility, however, governments around the world would have to enact policies to limit the expansion of our ecological footprint (human demand on the Earth’s ecosystems) in addition to investing in green technologies. Twelve million copies of the recently published report were distributed in thirty-seven different languages around the world. While there are those, such as former governor of the Federal Research Board and Yale economist Henry Wallich, who strongly disagree with the findings detailed in both the Limits to Growth as well as the more recent MIT study conveying similar findings. Wallich believed that the regulation of economic growth would be equivalent to “consigning billions to permanent poverty.”

Transition Already Occurring

De-development is becoming increasingly popular—collapse is key 

Trainer 10 (Ted, Senior Lecturer at the University of New South Wales, “The Transition to a Just and Sustainable World,” Envirobrook, 2010, http://ssis.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/TheTransitionProcess.html) 
Although a minor phenomenon at present, it can be confidently predicted that this paradigm shift will accelerate in coming years given the pace at which the globalisaztion of the economy will make it painfully obvious to more and more people that the old values and systems will not provide well for all.  Building new systems. Much more impressive than the evidence of a change in worldview is the growth of alternative settlements and systems. As Ife says, "At the grassroots level...increasing numbers of people in different countries are experimenting with community-based alternatives, such as local economic systems, community-based education, housing co-operatives...a community-based strategy based on principles of ecology and social justice is already emerging, as a result of the initiative of ordinary people at grass-roots level, who are turning away from mainstream structures..." (Ife, 1995, p. 99.)  According to Norberg-Hodge, "Around the world, people are building communities that attempt to get away from the waste, pollution, competition, and violence of contemporary life. (Norberg-Hodge, 1996, p. 405.) The agency she has founded, the International Society for Ecology and Culture, works in Ladakh to reinforce local economies and its video Local Futures, is an inspiring illustration of what is being done in many parts of the world.  The New Economic Foundation in London works to promote local economic development, with a special interest in building local quality of life indicators and in establishing local currencies. Schroyer"s book Towards a World That Works (1997) documents many alternative community initiatives. "Everywhere people are waking up to the realities of their situation in a globalising economy and are beginning to recognise that their economies’ resources and socio-political participations must be regrounded in their local and regional communities." (p. 225) "Everywhere social and economic structures are re-emerging in the midst of the market system that are spontaneously generated social protections to normatively re-embed the market..." "It is no exaggeration to say that local communities everywhere are on the front lines of what might well be characterised as World War III." (p. 229.) "It is a contest between the competing goals of economic growth to maximise profits for absentee owners vs creating healthy communities that are good places for people to live." (p. 230.) "In Britain, over 1.5 million people now take regular part in a rainbow economy of community economic initiatives." (New Internationalist, 1996, p. 27.)  Friberg and Hettne (1985) argue that two main groups are behind the emergence of self-reliant communities, viz., those holding "post materialist" values, and those who have been marginalised, such as the unemployed and the Third World poor.  In Living Lightly Schwarz and Schwarz discuss the many alternative settlements they visited on a recent world tour. They say that these people "...hope that the tiny islands of better living which they inhabit will provide examples which will eventually supplant the norms of unfettered capitalism which rule us today. Their hope is not in revolution but in persuasion by example." ( p. 2.) "What is new is that small groups of Living Lightly people are now part of an articulate and increasingly purposeful global culture which promotes values that run counter to those of the mainstream." (p. 2.) "They think the empire will eventually disintegrate...In anticipation of that collapse islands of refuge must be prepared." (p. 3.) Living Lightly people "...can only hope to prevail through their own example and the gradual erosion of the dominant system through local initiatives that exchange high living standards for a high quality of life." (p. 165.) Living Lightly people "...are in revolt against the emerging global economy and want to set up viable local alternatives." (p. 150.)
The transition is already occurring 

Brownlee 10 (Michael, co-founder of Transition Colorado, essay adapted from a presentation at Xavier University, The Evolution of Transition in the U.S., Transition Times Colorado, November 30, 2010, http://www.countercurrents.org/brownlee301110.htm) PCS 

This is what James Howard Kunstler has called The Long Emergency. And this is really what we are preparing ourselves and our communities for. Clearly, we are entering into a prolonged period of profound change, an era of “unintended consequences.” The changes that are coming our way will profoundly alter not only how we live, but even how we conceive of ourselves, how we think about the world, and how we see the future. And not only will we have to learn to cope with severe disruption to our conception of ourselves and the world, but we will also need to forge a new vision of the world that we can live by. Where will that vision come from? The larger context for the Transition movement, of course, is that all communities are in transition, whether we realize it or not, whether there is a formal Transition Initiative present or not—and so are all cultures, all nations, and all institutions. We are in a transition as a species, even as a planet in a larger Universe. Of course the outcome of this great Transition is profoundly uncertain and unpredictable, perhaps even unknowable. But this is what we’re all preparing for.

Transition Key

Collapse is inevitable, constant consumption triggers the need for radical transition

Trainer 7 (Ted, Lecturer and visiting fellow in the Faculty of the Arts at the University of New South Wales, We Can’t Go on Living Like This, The Age, April 7, 2007, http://www.theage.com.au/news/opinion/we-cant-go-on-living-like-this/2007/04/06/1175366470599.html?page=fullpage) PCS 

THE fundamental cause of the big global problems threatening us now is simply over-consumption. The rate at which we in rich countries are using up resources is grossly unsustainable. It's far beyond levels that can be kept up for long or that could be spread to all people. Yet most people totally fail to grasp the magnitude. The reductions required are so big that they cannot be achieved within a consumer capitalist society. Huge and extremely radical changes to systems and culture are necessary. The per capita area of productive land needed to supply one Australian with food, water, settlements and energy, is about seven to eight hectares. The United States figure is closer to 12 hectares. But the average per capita area of productive land available on the planet is only about 1.3 hectares. When the world population reaches 9 billion, the per capita area of productive land available will be only 0.8 hectares. In other words, in a world in which resources were shared equally, we would all have to get by on about 10 per cent of the present average for Australians. The greenhouse problem is the most powerful and alarming illustration of the overshoot. The scientists are telling us that if we are to stop the carbon dioxide content of the atmosphere from reaching twice the pre-industrial level, we must cut global carbon emissions and thus fossil fuel use by 60 per cent in the short term, and more later. If we cut it 60 per cent and shared the remaining energy among 9 billion people, each Australian would have to get by on less than 5 per cent of the fossil fuel now used. These lines of argument show we must face up to enormous reductions in rich-world resource use, perhaps by 90 per cent, if we're to solve the big global problems. This makes it clear that the present situation is grossly unsustainable. But this society is fundamentally and fiercely obsessed with raising levels of production and consumption constantly, as fast as possible and without any limit. In other words, our supreme, sacred, never-questioned goal is economic growth. We're already at impossible levels of production and consumption but our top priority is to go on increasing them. What, then, is the answer? If the question is how we can run a sustainable and just consumer capitalist society, the point is that there isn't any answer. That cannot be done. We cannot achieve a sustainable and just society unless we face up to a huge and radical transition to what some identify as the simpler way. This is a society based on non-affluent but adequate living standards, high levels of self-sufficiency, in small-scale localised economies and co-operative and participatory communities. It would have to be an economy that is not driven by market forces and profit, with no growth and, most difficult of all, little concern with competition, individualism and acquisitiveness.

AT: Markets Will Correct

The economy is dependent on perpetual, unsustainable models of growth

Martenson 11 (Chris, former American biochemical scientist and Vice President of Pfizer, Oil and the Economy, Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas USA, October 24, 2011, http://aspousa.org/2011/10/oil-and-the-economy-by-chris-martenson/) PCS 
By itself, the concept of having to get by on just a little bit less oil each year seems to be manageable enough. Some think that a steadily, or even sharply, rising price will merely reduce demand and promote exploration and that everything will more or less normally work itself out through well understood market mechanisms. Perhaps it will, but I think the odds are stacked against a smooth transition to a future of less net energy. The critical fact is this: Because all money is loaned into existence, our economy requires perpetual growth to function. The purpose of this article is not to opine on whether this is a good or a bad system, but merely to describe it and the risks it carries by virtue of its design. With constant economic growth, our money system is relatively happy; without growth, it becomes utterly despondent. Without constant economic growth, preferably in the range of 3% (or more!), the collective pile of debts cannot be serviced out of new growth and so they begin to default. This is exactly the dynamic that has been exposed and now is in play in Europe and, if my guesses are correct, will soon visit the very core of the thin-air money machine, the US itself. That’s the difference between growth and shrinkage in our world economy. Night and day. Life and death. If this strikes you as a rather fragile and unsustainable way to construct an economy, then you are not alone. After all, how can anything grow forever? The key takeaway here is this: Our economy must grow in order to function.

Economic models are reductionist- they’re inconsiderate of the environment making it impossible to adapt to ecological limits

Sheeran 6 (Kristen, Assistant Professor of Economics at St. Mary’s College of Maryland, Ecological Economics: A Progressive Paradigm? Berkeley La Raza Law Journal, 17(21), Spring 2006, pgs. 23-24, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?sid=1807f1e2-940b-45d2-9958-47ad63fe0b98%40sessionmgr4&vid=4&hid=17) PCS 

Ecological economists and progressive economists share common ground in their methodological critique of neoclassical economics. For instance, both criticize neoclassical economics for its overly mechanistic world-view and its rigid adherence to assumptions, many of which contradict historical and empirical evidence.' Both are less positivist than mainstream economists and are more inclined to consider equity and distribution in their analyses.'" However, whereas progressive economists stress neoclassical economics' atomism and its reluctance to address distributive issues in their critique, ecological economists emphasize neoclassical economics' inability to view the economic system as embedded in a finite ecosystem and its steadfast support for economic growth." According to ecological economists, the tendency of neoclassical economics towards reductionism obscures the complex interconnectedness between ecology and economy. This renders neoclassical economics unable to recognize the ecological limits to growth and to identify the sustainable scale of economic activity.' Ecological economists offer an alternative analytical framework that fuses ecological and economic knowledge for the purpose of identifying how human needs and wants can be satisfied within the limits imposed by the earth's natural carrying capacity. This framework incorporates a more holistic (and realistic) understanding of human behavior that eschews many of the standard assumptions of neoclassical economics. Ecological economists deny rational self interest as the sole motivator of human action, reject the presumption of insatiable human desires,' recognize only limited substitutability between manufactured and natural capital, and exhibit skepticism that technology can overcome natural limits to growth.'' Ecological economists also draw an important distinction between economic growth, which they define as a quantitative increase in economic throughput, and economic development, which they view as a qualitative improvement in human well-being,'^ Ecological economists argue that economic throughput growth cannot be sustainable in a world characterized by ecological limits.' 

Economic theories of substitution are unsustainable due to growth limits 

Heinberg 10 (Richard, journalist, teaches at the Core Faculty of New College of California, Board of Advisors of the Solar Living Institute and the Post Carbon Institute, What if the Economy Doesn’t Recover? Post Carbon, March 4, 2010, http://www.countercurrents.org/heinberg040310.htm) PCS 
But economists generally don't see things this way. That's probably because most current economic theories were formulated during an anomalous historical period of sustained growth. Economists are merely generalizing from their experience: they can point to decades of steady growth in the recent past, and so they simply project that experience into the future. Moreover, they have ways to explain why modern market economies are immune to the kinds of limits that constrain natural systems; the two main ones concern substitution and efficiency. If a useful resource becomes scarce, its price will rise, and this creates an incentive for users of the resource to find a substitute. For example, if oil gets expensive enough, energy companies might start making liquid fuels from coal. Or they might develop other energy sources undreamed of today. Economists theorize that this process of substitution can go on forever. It's part of the magic of the free market. Increasing efficiency means doing more with less. In the U.S., the number of inflation-adjusted dollars generated in the economy for every unit of energy consumed has increased steadily over recent decades (the amount of energy, in British Thermal Units, required to produce a dollar of GDP has been dropping steadily, from close to 20,000 BTU per dollar in 1949 to 8,500 BTU in 2008). That's one kind of economic efficiency. Another has to do with locating the cheapest sources of materials, and the places where workers will be most productive and work for the lowest wages. As we increase efficiency, we use less—of either resources or money—to do more. That enables more growth. Finding substitutes for depleting resources and upping efficiency are undeniably effective adaptive strategies of market economies. Nevertheless, the question remains open as to how long these strategies can continue to work in the real world—which is governed less by economic theories than by the laws of physics. In the real world, some things don't have substitutes, or the substitutes are too expensive, or don't work as well, or can't be produced fast enough. And efficiency follows a law of diminishing returns: the first gains in efficiency are usually cheap, but every further incremental gain tends to cost more, until further gains become prohibitively expensive. Unlike economists, most physical scientists recognize that growth within any functioning, bounded system has to stop sometime. But this discussion has very real implications, because the economy is not just an abstract concept; it is what determines whether we live in luxury or poverty; whether we eat or starve. If economic growth ends, everyone will be impacted, and it will take society years to adapt to this new condition. Therefore it is important to be able to forecast whether that moment is close or distant in time.

AT: Alternative Energies Solve

Future energy discoveries won’t solve 

Brown et al 11 (James, distinguished professor of Biology at the University of New Mexico, external faculty of the Santa Fe Institute, William Burnside, William Dunn, Jordan Okie, Wenyun Zuo, PhD candidates in the University of New Mexico’s Department of Biology, John DeLong, postdoctoral associate at Yale University in the Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Marcus Hamilton, archaeological anthropologist at the University of New Mexico, Norman Mercado-Silva, research specialist with the School of Natural Resources and the Environment, Jeffrey Nekola, ecologist at the University of New Mexico, William Woodruff, scientist at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Energetic Limits to Economic Growth, BioScience Magazine, 61(1), January 2001, pg. 22, http://www.aibs.org/bioscience-press-releases/resources/Davidson.pdf) PCS 
One thing is clear: If the relationships depicted in figures 1–3 characterize fundamental causal relationships among the rate of energy use, level of economic activity, and standard of living, then additional economic growth and development will require some combination of (a) increased energy supply, (b) decreased per capita energy use, and (c) decreased human population. We consider each in turn. Increased energy supply: The sources of energy that may be used to support future economic growth include finite stocks of fossil fuels as well as nuclear, renewable, and other proposed but unproven technologies. Fossil fuels currently provide 85% of humankind’s energy needs (figure 5), but they are effectively fixed stores that are being depleted rapidly (Heinberg 2003, IEA 2008, Hall and Day 2009). Conventional nuclear energy currently supplies only about 6% of global energy; fuel supplies are also finite, and future developments are plagued by concerns about safety, waste storage, and disposal (Nel and Cooper 2009). A breakthrough in nuclear fusion, which has remained elusive for the last 50 years, could potentially generate enormous quantities of energy, but would likely produce large and unpredictable socioeconomic and environmental consequences. Solar, hydro, wind, and tidal renewable energy sources are abundant, but environmental impacts and the time, resources, and expenses required to capture their energy limit their potential (Hall and Day 2009). Biofuels may be renewable, but ecological constraints and environmental impacts constrain their contribution (Fargione et al. 2008). More generally, most efforts to develop new sources of energy face economic problems of diminishing returns on energy and monetary investment (Hall et al. 1986, Tainter 1988, Allen et al. 2001, Tainter et al. 2003).

AT: Government Intervention Solves

There’s no political will to avoid collapse
Taylor and Taylor 7 (Duncan M., Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Victoria in British Columbia, and Graeme M., coordinator of BEST Futures and Lecturer in Global Processes at Royal Roads University in British Columbia, The Collapse and Transformation of Our World, Journal of Future Studies 11(3), February 2007, pgs. 34-35, http://www.jfs.tku.edu.tw/11-3/A02.pdf) PCS 

It will be argued that the collapse of contemporary civilization will not happen because governments and businesses will eventually act to avert the developing crises. The reality is that the politicians and business leaders that govern our world will not and can not reallocate the resources of their countries and corporations in order to develop a peaceful, equitable and sustainable global system. All the material resources and scientific knowledge needed to resolve the major problems on the planet have been available for decades, but the will to change the political and economic priorities of society has not. As a result increasing global wealth has been accompanied by increasing global poverty. Although many leaders have good intentions, their efforts to implement change are constrained by the existing system, whose worldview, values and structures oppose the development of new priorities such as the reduction of consumption and the redistribution of wealth. We can be certain that politicians and business leaders will increasingly respond to the collapse of vital ecosystems and the rising cost of scarce resources through implementing policies for "sustainable development". However, to date most of these policies have been designed to sustain growth (quantitative expansion) rather than to develop sustainability (qualitative transformation). Attempts to adjust the existing system without making fundamental changes will not work because all growth-based development is ultimately unsustainable (Daly 2005). Humanity has no choice: if global civilization is to survive, it must evolve into a completely new type of societal system. A consumer society cannot be transformed into a conserver society without structural change.

Governments don't have the correct structure to avoid collapse

Taylor and Taylor 7 (Duncan M., Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Victoria in British Columbia, and Graeme M., coordinator of BEST Futures and Lecturer in Global Processes at Royal Roads University in British Columbia, The Collapse and Transformation of Our World, Journal of Future Studies 11(3), February 2007, pg. 39, http://www.jfs.tku.edu.tw/11-3/A02.pdf) PCS 

Most national governments have highly centralized forms of political decision-making. These not only restrict access to information, power and resources, but also make it difficult for most people to participate in political and economic decision- making. Although most industrial countries are democracies, most people have little say in the day-to-day decisions made in their workplaces or communities. To the extent that people can participate in the political process, many do not because they are poorly informed and motivated. A major cause of public apathy is that knowledge in industrial civilization is fragmented, specialized, and controlled. Life in the consumer society is morally and intellectually contradictory, and this confusion is corrosive and disempowering. Because the consumer worldview represents the commodification of both humans and the natural world, it promotes the illusion of a separate self that exists independently of both the larger human and biophysical communities (Sivaraksa 2002). On the other hand, more local and decentralized communities help to foster a greater sense of caring both for other humans and for the local environment (Norberg-Hodge 2002). However, a decentralized societal network will only function if every part at every level is capable of appropriate self-regulation and self-organization. Self-regulation is only possible if the system gives all its nodes the ability to control their own lives, communities, and natural environments. People and communities will need greater access to the theoretical and practical tools required for self-direction, self-regulation, self-organization, and constructive action. For this to occur, the dominant industrial model must give way to an integral model that recognizes the inextricable interconnectedness of both human and biophysical systems and the environmental limitations placed on human activities. A fragmenting worldview must be replaced with an integrating worldview, since people can only control their lives when their understanding of reality permits them to act effectively in the real world. A sustainable society will need values and social structures that support the relatively egalitarian distribution of power, information and resources to every part of the system. The shift from a primarily centralized societal system to a primarily decentralized societal system is the shift from partial democracy to participatory democracy.

Governmental priorities further economic development which furthers destruction 

Goldsmith 97 (Edward, Anglo-French environmentalist, writer and philosopher, Can the Environment Survive the Global Economy? The Case Against the Global Economy, June 1, 1997, http://www.edwardgoldsmith.org/34/) PCS 

In such conditions, there can be only one way of maintaining the habitability of our planet and that is by setting out methodically to reduce this impact. Unfortunately, it is the overriding goal of just about every government in the world to maximize world trade and create a global economy – which has now been institutionalized with the signing of the GATT Uruguay Round Agreement. To increase trade is justified because it is seen to be the most effective way of increasing economic development, which we equate with progress, and which in terms of the world-view of modernism, is made out to provide a means of creating a material and technological paradise on Earth, from which all the problems that have confronted us since the beginning of our tenancy of this planet will have been methodically eliminated. Unfortunately, economic development, by its very nature, must necessarily further increase the impact of our economic activities on the environment. This could not be better illustrated than by the terrible environmental destruction that has occurred in Taiwan and South Korea, the two principal newly industrial countries (NICS) that in the last decades have achieved the most stunning rates of economic growth, and that are currently held up as models for all Third World countries to emulate.

AT: Tech Solves 

Models predicting inevitable collapse even consider technological advances- the result is the same 
MacKenzie 12 (Debora, contributor to New Scientist, “Boom and Doom: Revisiting Prophecies of Collapse,” Counter Currents, January 10, 2012, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826501.500-why-the-demise-of-civilisation-may-be-inevitable.html) PCS 

The most strident criticisms came from economists, who claimed Limits underestimated the power of the technological fixes humans would surely invent. As resources ran low, for instance, we would discover more or develop alternatives. Yet the Limits team had tested this. In some runs, they gave World3 unlimited, non-polluting nuclear energy – which allowed extensive substitution and recycling of limited materials – and a doubling in the reserves of nonrenewables that could be economically exploited. All the same, the population crashed when industrial pollution soared. Then fourfold pollution reductions were added as well: this time, the crash came when there was no more farmland. Adding in higher farm yields and better birth control helped in this case. But then soil erosion and pollution struck, driven by the continuing rise of industry. Whatever the researchers did to eke out resources or stave off pollution, exponential growth was simply prolonged, until it eventually swamped the remedies. Only when the growth of population and industry were constrained, and all the technological fixes applied, did it stabilise in relative prosperity. The crucial point is that overshoot and collapse usually happened sooner or later in World3 even if very optimistic assumptions were made about, say, oil reserves. “The general behaviour of overshoot and collapse persists, even when large changes to numerous parameters are made,” says Graham Turner of the CSIRO Ecosystem Sciences lab in Crace, Australia. This did not convince those who thought technology could fix every problem. And with so much criticism, the idea took hold that Limits had been disproved. That mantra has been repeated so often that it became the received wisdom, says Ugo Bardi of the University of Florence in Italy, author of a recent book about Limits. “The common perception is that the work was discredited scientifically. I heard it again at a meeting last April,” says Homer-Dixon. “It wasn’t.”

Tech can’t solve- it furthers the consumptive drive that causes inevitable collapse
Taylor and Taylor 7 (Duncan M., Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Victoria in British Columbia, and Graeme M., coordinator of BEST Futures and Lecturer in Global Processes at Royal Roads University in British Columbia, The Collapse and Transformation of Our World, Journal of Future Studies 11(3), February 2007, pgs. 32-34, http://www.jfs.tku.edu.tw/11-3/A02.pdf) PCS 

Every developing country in the world is counting on technological breakthroughs and increased production to provide them with the standards of living of industrialized countries. It can't be done. The resources of four more Planet Earths would be needed for everyone on the planet to have an American life style. [Diagram 4] Despite this fact, in almost every country advertising is urging people to live like Americans. The people of the world are being sold an impossible dream. Although modern industrial development has improved the living standards of much of the world's population, all further plans for meeting the needs of humanity through increasing the consumption of natural resources are unrealistic, given that the carrying capacity of the biosphere is already in decline. In the coming decades the global economy will have not more but fewer resources at its disposal. [Diagram 5] It will not be enough to reduce the rate of destructive growth if we wish to avoid the total collapse of human civilization: the process of destruction has to be reversed and the environment restored. Moreover, in order to meet the minimal needs of a growing global population, resources will have to be redistributed. Ecosystems will only be preserved when humans enjoy peace and basic prosperity, since desperately poor people are often compelled to scavenge their environments and fight over scarce resources in their efforts to survive. It will not be possible to create a sustainable planet unless the disparities between rich and poor are greatly reduced. However, at present global inequality is steadily increasing (Milanovic 2005). Many people hoped that the introduction of information technologies would reduce the need for natural resources and human labour. Instead profits have been increased through increasing the intensity of production. Smokestack industries have not disappeared; they have simply been transferred from high-wage to low-wage countries. New technologies may delay the collapse of industrial civilization, but they will not prevent it. While technological advances will reduce waste and improve efficiencies, they will not change the values and social structures that promote unsustainable exploitation, inequality, greed and war.

Collapse is unavoidable- new technologies won’t solve for a lack of energy

Brownlee 10 (Michael, co-founder of Transition Colorado, essay adapted from a presentation at Xavier University, The Evolution of Transition in the U.S., Transition Times Colorado, November 30, 2010, http://www.countercurrents.org/brownlee301110.htm) PCS 

First, it’s become quite clear that we must quickly prepare our communities for sharp fluctuations in fossil fuel prices and a general decline in fossil fuel availability. This will plunge our national and local economies into chaos, for they are built on fundamentally wrong (and profoundly unsustainable) premises. In the next few years, give or take, it’s likely that we will all finally come to understand that Peak Oil is upon us. The hope that we’ll be able to maintain our current way of life by substituting renewable energy for fossil fuels is wildly unrealistic and perhaps even dangerous. We now know that renewable substitutes will not come on line quickly enough or at large enough scale to be able to maintain our current way of life. We’re going to be facing a future with far less energy available to us. So this is not just Peak Oil, but Peak Energy! This is a reality we’re going to have to come to terms with, and we need to allow this to really sink in to our consciousness. It will change everything, and much sooner than we care to think about. It’s unavoidable that we will be going through a wrenching energy transition—likely beginning in the next couple of years—which will change profoundly how we live, where we live, and even who lives. This tells us that we simply can’t adequately prepare our communities with new technology alone, or with incremental decreases in energy consumption. We will need to live very differently—and we will have to hurry.

History proves innovations won’t solve- resources shortages will inhibit growth

Brown et al 11 (James, distinguished professor of Biology at the University of New Mexico, external faculty of the Santa Fe Institute, William Burnside, William Dunn, Jordan Okie, Wenyun Zuo, PhD candidates in the University of New Mexico’s Department of Biology, John DeLong, postdoctoral associate at Yale University in the Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Marcus Hamilton, archaeological anthropologist at the University of New Mexico, Norman Mercado-Silva, research specialist with the School of Natural Resources and the Environment, Jeffrey Nekola, ecologist at the University of New Mexico, William Woodruff, scientist at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Energetic Limits to Economic Growth, BioScience Magazine, 61(1), January 2001, pg. 24, http://www.aibs.org/bioscience-press-releases/resources/Davidson.pdf) PCS
The bottom line is that an enormous increase in energy supply will be required to meet the demands of projected population growth and lift the developing world out of poverty without jeopardizing current standards of living in the most developed countries. And the possibilities for substantially increasing energy supplies are highly uncertain. Moreover, the nonlinear, complex nature of the global economy raises the possibility that energy shortages might trigger massive socioeconomic disruption. Again, consider the analogy to biological metabolism: Gradually reducing an individual’s food supply leads initially to physiological adjustments, but then to death from starvation, well before all food supplies have been exhausted. Mainstream economists historically have dismissed warnings that resource shortages might permanently limit economic growth. Many believe that the capacity for technological innovation to meet the demand for resources is as much a law of human nature as the Malthusian- Darwinian dynamic that creates the demand (Barro and Sala-i-Martin 2003, Durlauf et al. 2005, Mankiw 2006). However, there is no scientific support for this proposition; it is either an article of faith or based on statistically flawed extrapolations of historical trends. The ruins of Mohenjo Daro, Mesopotamia, Egypt, Rome, the Maya, Angkor, Easter Island, and many other complex civilizations provide incontrovertible evidence that innovation does not always prevent socioeconomic collapse (Tainter 1988, Diamond 2004).

Newly technologies will worsen the problem

Huesemann and Huesemann 11 (Michael, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, M.B.A. from Arizona State University, and Joyce, activist and academic, “Techno-Fix: Why Technology Won't Save Us or the Environment,” New Society Publishers, pg. 17) PCS 

As discussed in Chapter 1, many negative environmental consequences resulting from the technological exploitation, control and modification of nature are inherently unavoidable because human actions cannot really "improve" nature, a complex interconnected system that is continually adapting to change through the process of evolution. In addition, the conservation of mass principle as well as the first and second laws of thermodynamics can be invoked to demonstrate that it is impossible to escape the negative environmental effects of newly introduced technologies.
Technology isn’t the answer, it’s offset by more consumption

Hall and Day 9 (Charles A., professor at the College of Environmental Science and Forestry of the State University of New York, and John W., professor emeritus in the Department of Oceanography and Coastal Sciences of Louisiana, Revisiting the Limits to Growth After Peak Oil, American Scientist vol. 97, May 2009, pgs. 236-237, http://www.esf.edu/efb/hall/2009-05Hall0327.pdf) PCS 

The most general answer is that technology, combined with market economics or other social-incentive systems, has enormously increased the carrying capacity of the Earth for humans. Technology, however, is a two-edged sword, whose benefits can be substantially blunted by Jevons’s paradox, the concept that increases in efficiency often lead to lower prices and hence to greater consumption of resources. And technology does not work for free. As originally pointed out in the early 1970s by Odum and Pimentel, increased agricultural yield is achieved principally through the greater use of fossil fuel for cultivation, fertilizers, pesticides, drying and so on, so that it takes some 10 calories of petroleum to generate each calorie of food that we eat. The fuel used is divided nearly equally between the farm, transport and processing, and preparation. The net effect is that roughly 19 percent of all of the energy used in the United States goes to our food system. Malthus could not have foreseen this enormous increase in food production through petroleum. Similarly, fossil fuels were crucial to the growth of many national economies, as happened in the United States and Europe over the past two centuries, and as is happening in China and India today. The expansion of the economies of most developing countries is nearly linearly related to energy use, and when that energy is withdrawn, economies shrink accordingly, as happened with Cuba in 1988. (There has been, however, some serious expansion of the U.S. economy since 1980 without a concomitant expansion of energy use. This is the exception, possibly due to the U.S.’s outsourcing of much of its heavy industry, compared to most of the rest of the world.) Thus, most wealth is generated through the use of increasing quantities of oil and other fuels. Effectively each person in the United States and Europe has on average some 30 to 60 or more “energy slaves,” machines to “hew their wood and haul their water,” whose power output is equal to that of many strong people. 

Technology won’t solve fast enough to avoid collapse
Trainer 9 (Ted, Lecturer and visiting fellow in the Faculty of the Arts at the University of New South Wales, An Outline of the Global Situation: The Sustainable Alternative Society, and the Transition to it, University of New South Wales, October 22, 2009, http://socialsciences.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/TSWmain.html) PCS 

"But can't technical advance solve the problems?" Most people assume that the development of better technology will enable us to go on enjoying affluent lifestyles and pursuing limitless economic growth, by reducing the energy and resource inputs needed to produce things. However the magnitude of our over-consumption makes this impossible. Perhaps the best-known "technical fix" optimist, Amory Lovins, claims that we could double global output while halving the resource and environmental impacts, i.e., achieve a "Factor Four" reduction. (Weisacher and Lovins, 1997.) But this would be nowhere near enough to solve the problems. Let us assume that present global resource and ecological impacts must be halved. From above, if we in rich countries average 3% growth, and 9 billion rose to the living standards we would then have by 2070, total world output would be 60 times as great as it is today. Now do you think technical advance will make it possible to multiply total world economic output by 60 while halving impacts, i.e., make a Factor 120 reduction possible? The most important tech-fix faith is that we can change to use of renewable energy sources and thus avoid use of carbon fuels. There is a strong case that this unquestioned belief is invalid. (See Trainer, 2007, 2008.) Just consider the liquid fuel problem. We will probably be able to produce 7 GJ of ethanol per tonne of biomass, and to grow biomass at no more than 7 t/ha (if the scale is very large.) To provide the 128 GJ p.a. of liquid fuel (oil plus gas) that an Australian now consumes on average we would need 2.56 ha of biomass plantation. To provide this energy to 9+ billion we would need some 25 billion ha of plantations…on a planet with only 13 billion ha of land! The situation of electricity is more complex, but quite problematic. (Trainer, 2008.) Only 25% of our final energy use takes the form of electricity, but it is what almost all renewable energy sources produce. The biggest problems are set by the variability of renewables and by winter. For instance where will Europe get perhaps 300 GW in those periods when the continent has calm and cloudy weather for several days in a row, meaning no solar or wind input? (See Trainer 2008 on the difficulty associated with large-scale solar thermal located in deserts.) Even if better technology was capable of finding alternative ways of sustaining affluent-consumer society, there isn’t time to do this on the scale required. There are good reasons for thinking that it will all be over by 2040. Mason for instance (2003), Beddington (2009) and Heinberg, (2003, 2008) discuss the way several very serious problems are likely to come to a head in “The 2030 Spike”, including shortages of oil, water, food, land, forests, fish, phosphorus and several other several minerals, along with the effects of the greenhouse problem and a population heading for 9 billion. If renewable energy was to replace fossil fuels in Australia by 2040 we would have to build the equivalent of half our present power stations every year until then.

AT: No Mindset Shift

Economic collapse now causes mindset shift

Berg 8 (Peter, assistant professor of physics at the University of Ontario Institute of Technology, “First Global Crisis of Century Harrowing,” October 16, 2008, http://newsdurhamregion.com/opinion/article/110488)
Whether we will go through a major recession, long and deep, or even a depression, what might emerge is the realization that our society is much poorer than we had realized. The housing bubble, credit crunch and stock market crash have wiped out trillions of dollars and this will not go unnoticed.  This is truly the first global crisis of the 21st century. It is not climate change. It is not pollution. It is not a fresh water crisis. It is not a food crisis, notwithstanding current food security issues in several countries. It is not an energy crisis, although energy prices might have played a major role in bursting the U.S. housing bubble. It is an economic crisis of epic proportions that questions the very economic system we chose to build. The house of cards called Wall Street and banking sector has tumbled. The Ponzi scheme has been revealed.  The response of our political leaders so far has been the nationalization of banks, insurance and mortgage companies, lowering of interest rates (i.e. more easy money) and seizure of bad credit portfolios, to name a few. The scale is truly mind boggling, reaching into trillions of dollars in liabilities. For example, the liabilities that the U.S. taxpayer was forced to assume easily equals the market capitalization of the 10 largest U.S. corporations. All nationalized.  It seems that capitalism works great until the day it collapses and socialism does not look so bad after all. These are strange and dangerous times. The world economy and financial sector are changing for good. Our young generation will grow up and deal with a new order. And future crises are already looming. If we manage to recover from the current disorder, will we be able to navigate through the global oil production peak? 

Trends prove that transition is possible

Soper 8 (Kate, philosopher at London Metropolitan University, “The Good Life,” New Scientist, October 18, 2008, Lexis) 

BACK in the 1970s, few people listened to scientists' warnings about global warming. Even fewer heeded calls to curb economic growth so we could protect the environment. Today, these ideas are starting to be appreciated. We are hearing ever more about the contradiction between hanging on to a habitable planet and the expansionary demands of the global market.

AT: Econ Collapse = War 

No war from collapse 

Miller 00 (Morris, economist, adjunct professor in the University of Ottawa’s Faculty of Administration, consultant on international development issues, former Executive Director and Senior Economist at the World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?” Interdisciplinary Science Reviews 25(4), Winter 2000, ProQuest)

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that: Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

***Growth Bad Impacts***

Growth Causes War/K-Waves

K-waves is the only theory that matches the data – an upswing causes global war

Chase-Dunn and Podobnik 99 (Christopher, Director of the Institute for Research on World Systems, and Bruce, Assistant Professor in the Department of Sociology and Anthropology at Lewis and Clark College, The Future of Global Conflict, pg. 43, 1999) 

While the onset of a period of hegemonic rivalry is in itself disturbing, the picture becomes even grimmer when the influence of long-term economic cycles is taken into account. As an extensive body of research documents (see especially Van Duijn, 1983), the 50 to 60 year business cycle known as the Kondratieff wave (K-wave) has been in synchronous operation on an international scale for at least the last two centuries. Utilizing data gathering by Levy (1983) on war severity, Goldstein (1988) demonstrates that there is a corresponding 50 to 60 year cycle in the number of battle deaths per year for the period 1495-1975. Beyond merely showing that the K-wave and the war cycle are linked in a systematic fashion, Goldstein’s research suggests that severe core wars are much more likely to occur late in the upswing phase of the K-wave. This finding is interpreted as showing that, while states always desire to go to war, they can afford to do so only when economic growth is providing them with sufficient resources. Modelski and Thompson (1996) present a more complex interpretation of the systemic relationship between economic and war cycles, but it closely resembles Goldstein’s hypothesis. In their analysis, a first economic upswing generates the economic resources required by an ascending core state to make a bid for hegemony; a second period of economic growth follows a period of global war and the establishment of a new period of hegemony. Here, again, specific economic upswings are associated with an increased likelihood of the outbreak of core war. It is widely accepted that the current K-wave, which entered a downturn around 1967-73, is probably now in the process of beginning a new upturn which will reach its apex around 2025. It is also widely accepted that by this period US hegemony, already unraveling, will have been definitively eroded. This convergence of a plateauing economic cycle with a period of political multicentricity within the core should, if history truly does repeat itself, result in the outbreak of full-scale warfare between the declining hegemon and the ascending core powers. Although both Goldstein (1991) and Modelski and Thompson (1996) assert that such a global war can (somehow) be avoided, other theorists consider that the possibility of such a core war is sufficiently high that serious steps should be taken to ensure that such collective suicide does not occur.

Economic growth makes conflict escalation more likely.

Boehmer 10 (Charles, professor of political science at the University of Texas El Paso, PhD in Political Science from Pennsylvania State University, “Economic Growth and Violent International Conflict: 1875-1999,” Defense and Peace Economics, 21(3), pgs. 249-268, June 2010)
The theory set forth earlier theorizes that economic growth increases perceptions of state strength, increasing the likelihood of violent interstate conflicts. Economic growth appears to increase the resolve of leaders to stand against challenges and the willingness to escalate disputes. A non-random pattern exists where higher rates of GDP growth over multiple years are positively and significantly related to the most severe international conflicts, whereas this is not true for overall conflict initiations. Moreover, growth of military expenditures, as a measure of the war chest proposition, does not offer any explanation for violent interstate conflicts. This is not to say that growth of military expenditures never has any effect on the occurrence of war, although such a link is not generally true in the aggregate using a large sample of states. In comparison, higher rates of economic growth are significantly related to violent interstate conflicts in the aggregate. States with growing economies are more apt to reciprocate military challenges by other states and become involved in violent interstate conflicts. The results also show that theories from the Crisis-Scarcity perspective lack explanatory power linking GDP growth rates to war at the state level of analysis. This is not to say that such theories completely lack explanatory power in general, but more particularly that they cannot directly link economic growth rates to state behavior in violent interstate conflicts. In contrast, theories of diversionary conflict may well hold some explanatory power, although not regarding GDP growth in a general test of states from all regions of the world across time. Perhaps diversionary theory better explains state behaviors short of war, where the costs of externalizing domestic tensions do not become too costly, or in relation to the foreign policies of particular countries. In many circumstances, engaging in a war to divert attention away from domestic conditions would seemingly exacerbate domestic crisis conditions unless the chances of victory were practically assured. Nonetheless, this study does show that domestic conflict is associated with interstate conflict. If diversionary conflict theory has any traction as an economic explanation of violent interstate conflicts, it may require the study of other explanatory variables besides overall GDP growth rates, such as unemployment or inflation rates. The contribution of this article has been to examine propositions about economic growth in a global study. Most existing studies on this topic focus on only the United States, samples of countries that are more developed on average (due to data availability in the past), or are based on historical information and not economic GDP data. While I have shown that there is no strong evidence linking military expenditures to violent interstate conflicts at the state level of analysis, much of the remaining Growth-as-Catalyst perspective is grounded in propositions that are not directly germane to questions about state conflict behavior, such as those linking state behavior to long-cycles, or those that remain at the systemic level. What answer remains linking economic growth to war once we eliminate military expenditures as an explanation? Considering that the concept of foreign policy mood is difficult to identify and measure, and that the bulk of the literature relies solely on the American historical experience, I do not rely on that concept. It is still possible that such moods affect some decision- makers. Instead, similar to Blainey, I find that economic growth, when sustained over a stretch of years, has its strongest effect on states once they find themselves in an international crisis. The results of this study suggest that states such as China, which have a higher level of opportunity to become involved in violent interstate conflicts due to their capabilities, geographic location, history of conflict, and so on, should also have a higher willingness to fight after enjoying multiple years of recent economic growth. One does not have to assume that an aggressive China will emerge from growth. If conflicts do present themselves, then China may be more likely to escalate a war given its recent national performance.

Upswing wars are comparatively worse 

Mager 86 (Nathan, economist, contributor to The New York Law Journal, The Kondratieff Waves, pgs. 197-198, 1986) 

The overall trend of the economy shapes perceptions as to its strength and direction. In a hull market, "experts" are almost uniformly optimistic; in a bear market the owlish analysts almost universally suggest caution. It is during the upward swings, soon after a trough and just before a peak, that wars become more likely. It should be noted that peak wars are the result of a different kind of socioeconomic psychological pressure and have quite different economic results than trough wars. Nations become socially and politically unsettled after a long period of boom and expansion, perhaps because in their final stages, peoples' expectations begin to outrun actual growth in the general level of prosperity. War then becomes the ultimate destination. Inasmuch as all nations arc attempting to expand simultaneously, the intense competition for resources and markets leads eventually to military confrontations, which become contagious.  One explanation suggested is that during trough wars the public is still largely concerned with private considerations and their own wellbeing. They tend to be less interested in international disputes, world crusades, or campaigns involving large investment of cash, effort, and the nervous energy needed to pursue projects to a conclusion. Trough wars tend to be short. They are more a matter of choice and sudden decision by the stronger power.  Inasmuch as peak wars are the result of frustration of expectations {usually with economic elements), peak wars tend to be more desperate, more widespread, and more destructive.
Growth increases the probability and magnitude of major conflict.

Klare 1 (Michael, Professor of Peace and World Security at Hampshire College, The Next Great Arms Race: Foreign Affairs, Summer 1993, 72(3), pgs. 136-153, ProQuest)
Clearly the growing military potential of the Pacific Rim countries is closely tied to their rapid growth in economic power. Propelled in most cases by an export-driven industrial strategy, these countries have achieved impressive gains in GNP over the past two decades, while the economies of most other nations have declined. Between 1978 and 1989 the combined GNP of China, Japan and the so-called little tigers--the newly industrialized countries (NICS) of Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan and Thailand--increased by 166 percent, from $1.5 trillion to $4 trillion, while the total GNP of the world increased by only 109 percent. The steady rise in GNP in these countries has provided their governments with access to increased economic resources, which many have chosen to invest in the expansion and modernization of military infrastructures. Total military spending by Japan and the six NICS rose from $31.7 billion in 1979 to $51-4 billion in 1989, an increase of 62 percent.(1) More recent data suggest that military spending by these countries, excluding Indonesia, continued to rise in the early 1990s (see map).(2) Although reliable data on China's military outlays are difficult to acquire (because so much of it is hidden in nonmilitary accounts), available information suggests that such spending declined slightly in the mid-1980s but has soared since 1989, rising by 1O to 15 percent in each of the past three years. In all of these countries, moreover, increased military spending has been accompanied by stepped-up purchases of imported weapons and increased investment in domestic arms production capabilities. The burgeoning economic power of the Pacific Rim countries is related to their military potential in other significant ways. As trading nations that are highly dependent on seaborne commerce for imports and exports, these countries naturally have a strong interest in the free movement of maritime trade--an interest that is manifest in their growing investment in naval forces. Japan, for instance, is building four or more Aegis-class destroyers, plus a fleet of modern frigates and submarines; Taiwan has ordered six Lafayette-class frigates from France and is building eight PFG-class frigates under license from the United States; Singapore is building five Type-62 corvettes under license from Germany; Malaysia has ordered two missile frigates from Britain; Thailand has acquired six Jiangsu-class frigates from China; and Indonesia has purchased 39 former East German naval vessels (including 12 guided missile corvettes) from Germany. To finance continued economic growth these countries seek to harvest the oil and fishing resources of their offshore territories; and because the boundaries of these offshore regions--or "exclusive economic zones" (EEZs)--are in many cases overlapping and contested, there is a growing risk of territorial conflict. This risk is most acute in the case of the Paracel and Spratly archipelagos, two groups of islands in the South China Sea that are subject to competing claims by Brunei, China, Malaysia, the Philippines, Taiwan and Vietnam. Because the islands are thought to sit astride vast oil reserves, each country has resisted efforts by the others to claim and occupy the islands, and each has periodically sent naval vessels into the area to assert its respective claim--on some occasions producing armed clashes. More recently, China has built a military airstrip (capable of accommodating its 27 fighters) and naval facilities on Woody Island in the Paracels. Economic growth in the Pacific Rim is closely tied to technological development, and this too has significant military implications. To sustain their economic growth into the 21st century, many countries have invested in the development of modern electronics, communications and aerospace industries. While the products of these industries are intended for civilian markets, these technologies also have significant military uses--especially the development of hightech weapons of the sort used with such dramatic effect in the Persian Gulf conflict. As these industrial efforts mature, therefore, the Pacific Rim countries will be in a strong position to manufacture advanced military systems and components. Of course, the nations of the Pacific Rim will not benefit equally from the accumulation of wealth and technology in the region. Some, like Cambodia, North Korea, the Philippines and Vietnam, have benefited very little from the economic growth of the 1980s and are not likely to make significant gains in the near future; others, like China and Indonesia, have generated significant pockets of prosperity but still retain large reservoirs of poverty and underdevelopment. This disparity in the distribution of wealth could itself prove a significant source of conflict, especially when the divide between rich and poor coincides with ethnic or religious differences, or when disputed territories (such as the Paracel and Spratly islands) may provide significant sources of future wealth. As memory of the Cold War recedes, and with it fear of the Soviet Union (and its successor states), regional security concerns will increasingly be shaped by worry over the potential military threat posed by China and Japan, the two most powerful nations in the area, and by other regional antagonisms. China has recently increased its military spending and appears to be placing greater emphasis on preparation for regional conflict--an emphasis that has understandably generated anxiety in neighboring countries, especially Taiwan. These two states have greatly increased their bilateral trade and have initiated direct political consultations, but neither one has repudiated its historical claim to the territory of the other and both have increased their investment in military preparedness. Indeed, the China-Taiwan nexus probably constitutes the most vibrant arms market in the world today, with leaders of both countries signing multibillion-dollar contracts for the acquisition of modern weapons. By agreeing to sell F-16s to Taiwan, the United States has emboldened other Western suppliers-notably France and Germany--to offer late-model aircraft and warships to Taipei despite threats of economic retaliation by Beijing. The Chinese, for their part, have been taking advantage of hard times in Russia by acquiring a wide range of sophisticated Soviet weapons at rock-bottom prices; among the items mentioned in recent reports of Chinese bargain hunting are MiG-31 interceptors, Tu-22 bombers, T-72M main battle tanks, A-50 airborne warning and control planes, and S-300 ground-based antiballistic missiles. Equally worrisome is Beijing's military buildup on Hainan and Woody lsland, signaling an inclination to dominate the South China Sea area by force rather than to negotiate shared control with other claimants to the Spratly and Paracel chains. From this perspective, China's recent acquisition of long-range aircraft and in-flight refueling technology from the former Soviet Union is considered particularly menacing. Should Beijing continue to acquire advanced weapons and technologies at its current pace, it will undoubtedly spur neighbors such as Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia to accelerate their own arms-acquisition efforts and to place further emphasis on the development of high-tech arms industries. While Japan has publicly eschewed any intention of building up a large, offensively oriented military capacity, its neighbors retain such traumatic memories of the Japanese conquest and occupation during World War II that any sign of increased military activity by Japan inevitably generates anxieties throughout the region. Thus, Tokyo's recent decisions to send (noncombatant) peacekeeping forces to Cambodia--the first overseas deployment of Japanese troops since World War II--has provoked much concern in Southeast Asia. Also worrisome to some neighbors is Japan's planned procurement of large tank-transport ships and long-range transport aircraft--acquisitions that suggest an interest in power projection capabilities of a sort the Japanese have not possessed since 1945. Should Tokyo proceed with these plans, it will surely rekindle fears of Japanese expansionism thereby spark increased arms spending by other Pacific Rim nations. Regional tensions have also been fed by North Korea's apparent pursuit of nuclear weapons and its continuing refusal to open suspect nuclear facilities to international inspection. Although Pyongyang's nuclear activities are of greatest concern to South Korea and the United States (which still stations 35,000 troops in Korea), they also menace other countries in the area, especially Japan, and are an added spur to regional arms buildups. No other Pacific Rim countries pose a threat on a scale comparable to China, Japan and North Korea, but other regional rivalries abound and are contributing to the widespread increases in military spending. With 700,000 troops, the Vietnamese army remains a potent military force, and is often cited by Thailand as a justification for its continuing arms buildup. Similarly, the military buildup in Malaysia evokes understandable concern in neighboring Singapore, as does the steady improvement in Indonesian capabilities. AU of these rivalries are balanced by growing trade and political links within the region, but are nevertheless likely to figure in the long-term security planning of Pacific Rim states. For all of these reasons, the Pacific Rim nations are likely to continue the expansion and modernization of their military capabilities in the years ahead. These enhancements will take several forms. First is the development of modern naval and ground forces with a significant capacity for power projection--that is, the ability to project military power to neighboring countries or to offshore locations. Second is the importation of modern weapons and combat-support systems. Third is the development of domestic military industries. And for some countries, this process could entail a fourth dimension: the development or enhancement of weapons of mass destruction and their associated delivery systems. No doubt the most significant development in military organization is the transformation of the Chinese military from a large manpower-intensive force with relatively obsolete equipment to a smaller but much better equipped force. The total strength of the People's Liberation Army has dropped from approximately four million troops in the mid-1980s to roughly three million today, while more money has been channeled toward the development and production of modern missiles, air and naval craft In 1985 China's Central Military Commission directed the PLA to shift its primary strategic focus from preparation for all-out war with the U.S.S.R. to preparation for regional conflicts on China's periphery. In line with this shift, the Chinese are upgrading their power projection capabilities and have deployed additional forces at bases in Zhanjiang on the southern coast and on Hainan Island in the South China Sea. While the total strength of the Japanese Self-Defense Forces is likely to remain quite modest (under 250,000 soldiers), reflecting both internal and external concerns over the possible revival of Japanese militarism, the SDF is acquiring increasingly capable equipment and, under pressure from the United States, has extended its maritime defensive screen to 1,000 nautical miles from the main islands. Taiwan and South Korea are also placing greater emphasis on their long-range air and naval capabilities, procuring hundreds of new combat planes from the United States and building dozens of new frigates and destroyers. North Korea, unable to compete with South Korea in high-tech conventional arms due to its financial straits and the collapse of the U.S.S.R., appears to have placed greater emphasis on the development of ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. In the southern area, regional powers--notably Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand--are developing modern multiservice military forces with significant power projection capabilities. These countries had until recently emphasized the counterinsurgency capabilities of their militaries and thus lagged behind the northern powers (China, Japan, Taiwan and the two Koreas) in the development of modern air and naval forces. To make up for this deficiency and to enhance their capacity for power projection these countries are investing in the development of "blue water" navies (that is, forces capable of oceanic rather than merely coastal operation) as well as in the formation of mobile combat forces and long-range bomber/attack squadrons. Characteristic of these efforts are plans by Malaysia to acquire two modern frigates (with more likely to follow) from Britain and to create a division-sized rapid deployment force equipped with mobile artillery and antitank weapons. Singapore is also constructing a bluewater navy (to be organized around the Type-62 corvettes now being built) and, like Malaysia, is creating a division-sized RDF. Meanwhile, Thailand is modernizing its navy and air force and building new air and naval facilities on its southeastern coast, giving Bangkok a greater military presence in the South China Sea. Indonesia is also expanding its blue-water naval capabilities and, like Singapore and Thailand, has ordered F-16 fighters from the United States. To equip their new forces and to enhance the combat capabilities of existing units, the Pacific Rim countries are buying significant quantities of modern weapons and support systems. Total spending on imported arms by the major Pacific Rim powers (China, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, Taiwan, Thailand and the two Koreas) rose from an average of $2.5 billion per year in 1979-81 to $4.6 billion in 1987-89 (in current dollars), an increase of 84 percent.(3) More recent arms import statistics are not yet available, but press reports from the region suggest that the trend toward ever-increasing levels of weapons spending has continued into the 1990s. The data on arms transfers also indicates that many of the Pacific Rim countries are acquiring sophisticated radar and electronic gear, airborne reconnaissance and patrol planes and other high-tech equipment. Military officials in these countries are acutely aware of the impact of modern technology on combat operations and are determined to provide their forces with as much high-tech equipment as their budgets will allow. Thus Japan, Singapore and Taiwan have all purchased E-2C Hawkeye airborne early warning aircraft from the United States (Japan will also acquire two Boeing E-767 Airborne Warning and Control System planes in 1998), and both Taiwan and Japan have drawn on domestic and imported technology to develop advanced radar systems of their own. HOME-MADE WEAPONS To a greater degree than in any other arms importing area of the Third World, acquisitions in the Pacific Rim have been accompanied by "offset" agreements entailing the transfer of military technology from supplier to recipient and by direct government investment in military research and development and production. All the NICS, plus China, Japan and North Korea, are now producers of at least some military equipment, and many have invested considerable resources in the establishment of modern naval and aerospace production facilities. As a result these countries are becoming increasingly self-sufficient in the production of advanced weapons systems and, in some cases, have emerged as major arms exporters. The development of domestic arms industries by emerging industrial powers is not unique to the Pacific Rim area. What makes the situation in the region so significant, however, is the combination of growing economic resources with which to pursue these plans and the emergence in many of these countries of civilian industries with considerable scientific and technological expertise. Because the more advanced Pacific Rim countries are able to finance their military endeavors through growing trade surpluses and can draw upon domestic firms for necessary technical know-how, they are likely to outstrip all other Third World producers in the early 21st century and to move much closer to the advanced industrial powers. Currently the Pacific Rim countries with the most elaborate arms production capabilities are China and Japan. China has long produced a wide variety of military equipment, much of it based on Soviet designs of the 1950s and 1960s. In recent years the Chinese have attempted to upgrade their equipment with imported technology and have begun to produce missiles and electronic systems of a relatively modern design. Some of this technology has come from the West, through both licit and illicit channels.(4) Recently, China has sought to benefit from economic hardship in Russia by buying Soviet weapons and technology at bargain-basement prices. Japan, although not normally known as a major arms producer, has become self-sufficient in many combat systems and is producing a host of advanced weapons under license from the United States. South Korea's defense expenditures rose from about $10.6 billion in 1990 to an estimated $12.4 billion in 1992, an increase of 17 percent, and are expected to rise by similar amounts in the years to follow. Moreover, the proportion of its defense budget devoted to research and development is scheduled to grow steadily throughout the 1990s, from 1.5 percent in 199O to 3 percent in 1996 and 7 percent at the beginning of the next century. These funds will be used to develop indigenous military-technological capabilities and to attract foreign technology through arms-related offset programs. Ultimately, Seoul seeks to become self-sufficient in the production of basic combat systems and to rely on domestic sources for all but the most advanced technologies. Taiwan's development plans look much like South Korea's, spurred by a similar goal of achieving self-sufficiency in the production of all but the most sophisticated weapons systems by the year 2000. As in South Korea, Taiwanese defense spending is expected to rise in the years ahead, with much of this increase devoted to the enhancement of indigenous research and development and production capabilities. To promote greater self-reliance in the development of military-related technologies, Taipei has funneled vast sums into government laboratories and private research and development firms and has financed the education of thousands of Taiwanese scientists and engineers--many of them at advanced educational institutions abroad, especially the United States. Although similar to the South Korean arms program in many respects, the Taiwanese effort differs from South Korea's in the degree to which it relies on government facilities rather than private firms. Hence, the design and development of the aircraft and missiles is largely the responsibility of the government-owned Chung-Shan Institute of Science and Technology, while the actual production of such systems is performed by the air force's Aero Industry Development Center. Similarly, major ship construction is conducted by the state-owned China Shipbuilding Corporation. After China, Japan, South Korea and Taiwan the most ambitious arms production endeavors in the Pacific Rim area are to be found in Indonesia and Singapore. Since the mid-1970s the Indonesian government has devoted considerable resources to the development of a domestic aerospace and shipbuilding capacity. Until now these firms have concentrated on the acquisition of foreign technology through licensing and coproduction ventures; like South Korea and Taiwan, however, Indonesia is increasing its investment in military research and development and seeks to become more self-reliant in the development of key military technologies. Singapore, in line with its policy of promoting export-oriented industrial growth, has developed a diversified defense industry with a strong research and development base. As in Taiwan, the state has played a key role in the development and management of domestic arms firms. Major projects at present include the overhaul and modernization of military aircraft, assembly of Italian S-211 jet trainers and French AS-332 Super Puma helicopters, and licensed production of German Type-62 missile corvettes. In addition to producing arms for domestic use, Singaporean companies also assemble and manufacture a wide variety of military systems for export. Given the current limitations of their scientific-industrial infrastructures, Indonesia and Singapore are not likely to achieve the high degree of military self-sufficiency expected of South Korea and Taiwan in the early 21st century. The same, of course, can be said for Malaysia and Thailand. Nevertheless, these countries are enjoying high levels of economic growth and are placing greater emphasis on the development of high-tech industries. If these trends continue for another 1O or 15 years, many of these countries will be capable of producing a wide variety of modern weapons with substantial indigenous design input.

Countries can afford war in the upswing – empirically proven since 1495

Modelski and Thompson 96 (George, professor of political science at the University of Washington, and William, professor of political science at Indiana University, Leading Sectors and World Powers, pgs. 20-22, 1996)

Goldstein (1985, 1987, 1988, 1991a) has probably contributed more than anyone else to reviving the question of how wars and prosperity are linked. His 1988 analysis went some way in summarizing many of the arguments concerning economic long waves and war. His 1991 analysis is one of the more sophisticated empirical studies to emerge after nearly a century of controversy (spatiotemporal boundaries: world system from the mid-eighteenth to the mid-twentieth centuries). The basic perspective that emerges from his analyses, outlined in figure 2.2, sees economic upswings increasing the probability of severe wars. Severe wars usher in a phase of stagnation from which the world economy eventually recovers leading to another resurgence of robust economic growth. Goldstein’s analysis suggests that this process has gone on since at least 1495. Economic upswings create economic surpluses and full war chests. The ability to wage war makes severe wars more likely. Severe wars, in turn, consume the surpluses and war chests and put an end to the growth upswing. Decades are required to rebuild. While there may be some gains registered in terms of resource mobilization for combat purposes, these gains are offset by the losses brought about by wartime distortions and destruction. Goldstein is careful to distinguish between production and prices. Prices, in his view, are functions of war. Other things being equal, the severity of the war greatly affects the rate of war-induced inflation—in other words, the greater the severity, then the higher the rate of inflation. When prices rise, real wages decline. Yet he also notes that production (production waves are said to precede war/price waves by some ten to fifteen years) is already stagnating toward the end of the upswing. This phenomenon is explained in terms of demand increases outstripping supply. As a result, inflation occurs. The lack of clarity on this issue may be traceable to the lack of specification among innovation, investment, and production. Cycles in innovation and investment are viewed as reinforcing the production long wave. Increases in innovation facilitate economic growth but growth discourages further innovation. Investment increases on the upswing but, eventually, over investment results. Investors retrench and growth slows down as a consequence. What is not exactly specified is whether innovation, investment, war, or some combination of the three processes is responsible for ending the upswing. Goldstein also raises the question of how these economic/war cycles impact the distribution of capabilities among the major powers. War severity increases capability concentration. Relative capabilities then begin a process of diffusion as they move toward equality among the major powers. Another bout of severe war ensues and the cycle repeats itself. In addition to war, differential rates of innovation and production influence relative capability standings. Presumably, all three factors share some responsibility for generating the fluctuations in capability concentration.

Worse wars in the upswing

Goldstein 88 (Joshua, professor of International Relations at American University, Long Cycles, pg. 29, 1988)
Kondratieff’s response to Trotsky’s argument was that Trotsky “takes an idealist point of view.”17 New markets and resources are drawn into the capitalist system “not by accident, but in face of the existing economic preconditions.” That is, the internal dynamics of capitalism shape the long wave, which in turn shapes the super structural factors such as innovation and war that Trotsky called “external.” Specifically, Kondratieff argued “during the recession . . . an unusually large number of important discoveries and inventions in the technique of production and communication are made, which, however, are usually applied on a large scale only at the beginning of the next long upswing” ([1926] 1935:111). Likewise, “the most disastrous and extensive wars and revolutions occur” on the upswing of the long wave (p. 111), because long-term economic expansion aggravates the international struggle for markets and raw materials while domestically sharpening the struggle over the distribution of the fruits of that economic growth ([1928] 1984:95). Wars, revolutions, and innovations are thus products, not causes, of the long wave.
AT: Transition Wars
Even if transition wars occur, they’ll be minimized by cooperation- the transition is key to preventing the conflict 
Taylor and Taylor 7 (Duncan M., Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Victoria in British Columbia, and Graeme M., coordinator of BEST Futures and Lecturer in Global Processes at Royal Roads University in British Columbia, The Collapse and Transformation of Our World, Journal of Future Studies 11(3), February 2007, pgs. 42-43, http://www.jfs.tku.edu.tw/11-3/A02.pdf) PCS 

The process of changing global values and structures will inevitably be difficult, uneven, and protracted. The driving forces behind change will be, on the one hand, increasing resource shortages and collapsing ecosystems, and, on the other, the emergence of sustainable technologies and an integral worldview. Different ethnopolitical groups and organizations will support or oppose change depending on their values, interests, and understandings. In order to make a successful transformation to a viable global system people must be educated about our common need: if we wish to survive, all human societies must become sustainable. The key to successful conflict resolution is maximizing cooperation around common interests while minimizing competition over scarce resources and differing values (Cloke 2001). Resistance to change occurs when people believe that they have more to lose than to gain. The expansion of industrial society is still being resisted by many agrarian and pre-agrarian societies because they fear the loss of meaning and community. A successful transformation to a sustainable civilization must include and transcend older societal systems through retaining the positive aspects of the older societies while meeting a wider range of needs. Although ruling elites and societal inertia will inevitably oppose change, much opposition can be avoided through promoting values of diversity and inclusiveness. The cure for a dying planet cannot be the replacement of one monoculture by another; instead we need to create a global system that promotes and protects both cultural diversity and biodiversity. In order to support resilience, a viable global system should include a variety of sustainable societal systems from simple (e.g. hunter-gatherer economies) to complex (e.g. information-based economies).

Economic issues generate domestic attention- solving potential risk of conflict by engaging it early 

Bennett and Nordstrom 00 (D. Scott, Distinguished Professor of Political Science and Political Science Department Head at the University of Michigan, and Timothy, Director of Graduate Studies of the Department of Political Science at the University of Mississippi, Foreign Policy Substitutability and Internal Economic Problems in Enduring Rivalries, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 44(1), pgs. 40-41, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/44/1/33.full.pdf+html) 

INTERNAL CONDITIONS AND EXTERNAL BEHAVIOR: IMPROVEMENTS. By coming at externalization from the substitutability perspective, we hope to deal with some of the theoretical problems raised by critics of diversionary conflict theory.  Substitutability can be seen as a particular problem of model specification where the dependent variable has not been fully developed. We believe that one of the theoretical problems with studies of externalization has been a lack of attention to alternative choices; Bueno de Mesquita actually hints toward this (and the importance of foreign policy substitution) when he argues that it is shortsighted to conclude that a leader will uniformly externalize in response to domestic problems at the expense of other possible policy choices (1985, 130). We hope to improve on the study of externalization and behavior within rivalries by considering multiple outcomes in response to domestic conditions.5 In particular, we will focus on the alternative option that instead of externalizing, leaders may internalize when faced with domestic economic troubles. Rather than diverting the attention of the public or relevant elites through military action, leaders may actually work to solve their internal problems internally. Tying internal solutions to the external environment, we focus on the possibility that leaders may work to disengage their country from hostile relationships in the international arena to deal with domestic issues. Domestic problems often emerge from the challenges of spreading finite resources across many different issue areas in a manner that satisfies the public and solves real problems. Turning inward for some time may free up resources required to jump-start the domestic economy or may simply provide leaders the time to solve internal distributional issues.  In our study, we will focus on the condition of the domestic economy (gross domestic product [GDP] per capita growth) as a source of pressure on leaders to externalize.  We do this for a number of reasons. First, when studying rivalries, we need an indicator of potential domestic trouble that is applicable beyond just the United States or just advanced industrialized democracies. In many non-Western states, variables such as election cycles and presidential popularity are irrelevant. Economics are important to all countries at all times. At a purely practical level, GDP data is also more widely available (cross-nationally and historically) than is data on inflation or unemployment.6 Second, we believe that fundamental economic conditions are a source of potential political problems to which leaders must pay attention. Slowing growth or worsening economic conditions may lead to mass dissatisfaction and protests down the road; economic problems may best be dealt with at an early stage before they turn into outward, potentially violent, conflict. This leads us to a third argument, which is that we in fact believe that it may be more appropriate in general to use indicators of latent conflict rather than manifest conflict as indicators of the potential to divert. Once the citizens of a country are so distressed that they resort to manifest conflict (rioting or engaging in open protest), it may be too late for a leader to satisfy them by engaging in distracting foreign policy actions. If indeed leaders do attempt to distract people’s attention, then if protest reaches a high level, that attempt has actually failed and we are looking for correlations between failed externalization attempts and further diversion.

Conflicts won’t escalate 

Bennett and Nordstrom 00 (D. Scott, Distinguished Professor of Political Science and Political Science Department Head at the University of Michigan, and Timothy, Director of Graduate Studies of the Department of Political Science at the University of Mississippi, Foreign Policy Substitutability and Internal Economic Problems in Enduring Rivalries, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 44(1), pg. 43, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/44/1/33.full.pdf+html) 
When engaging in diversionary actions in response to economic problems, leaders will be most interested in a cheap, quick victory that gives them the benefit of a rally effect without suffering the long-term costs (in both economic and popularity terms) of an extended confrontation or war. This makes weak states particularly inviting targets for diversionary action since they may be less likely to respond than strong states and because any response they make will be less costly to the initiator. Following Blainey (1973), a state facing poor economic conditions may in fact be the target of an attack rather than the initiator. This may be even more likely in the context of a rivalry because rival states are likely to be looking for any advantage over their rivals. Leaders may hope to catch an economically challenged rival looking inward in response to a slowing economy. Following the strategic application of diversionary conflict theory and states' desire to engage in only cheap conflicts for diversionary purposes, states should avoid conflict initiation against target states experiencing economic problems. 

Conflict won’t escalate- leaders will act in the interest of maintaining available resources 

Bennett and Nordstrom 00 (D. Scott, Distinguished Professor of Political Science and Political Science Department Head at the University of Michigan, and Timothy, Director of Graduate Studies of the Department of Political Science at the University of Mississippi, Foreign Policy Substitutability and Internal Economic Problems in Enduring Rivalries, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 44(1), pgs. 40-41, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/44/1/33.full.pdf+html) 

In this analysis, we focus on using economic conditions to understand when rivalries are likely to escalate or end. Rivalries are an appropriate set of cases to use when examining substitutability both because leaders in rival states have clearly substitutable choices and because rivalries are a set of cases in which externalization is a particularly plausible policy option.7 In particular, when confronted with domestic problems, leaders in a rivalry have the clear alternatives of escalating the conflict with the rival to divert attention or to work to settle the rivalry as a means of freeing up a substantial amount of resources that can be directed toward solving internal problems. In the case of the diversion option, rivals provide logical, believable actors for leaders to target; the presence of a clear rival may offer unstable elites a particularly inviting target for hostile statements or actual conflict as necessary. The public and relevant elites already consider the rival a threat or else the rivalry would not have continued for an extended period; the presence of disputed issues also provides a casus belli with the rival that is always present. Rivals also may provide a target where the possible costs and risks of externalization are relatively controlled. If the goal is diversion, leaders will want to divert attention without provoking an actual (and expensive) war. Over the course of many confrontations, rival states may learn to anticipate response patterns, leading to safer disputes or at least to leaders believing that they can control the risks of conflict when they initiate a new confrontation. In sum, rivals provide good targets for domestically challenged political leaders. This leads to our first hypothesis, which is as follows: Hypothesis 1: Poor economic conditions lead to diversionary actions against the rival. Conflict settlement is also a distinct route to dealing with internal problems that leaders in rivalries may pursue when faced with internal problems. Military competition between states requires large amounts of resources, and rivals require even more attention. Leaders may choose to negotiate a settlement that ends a rivalry to free up important resources that may be reallocated to the domestic economy. In a "guns versus butter" world of economic trade-offs, when a state can no longer afford to pay the expenses associated with competition in a rivalry, it is quite rational for leaders to reduce costs by ending a rivalry. This gain (a peace dividend) could be achieved at any time by ending a rivalry. However, such a gain is likely to be most important and attractive to leaders when internal conditions are bad and the leader is seeking ways to alleviate active problems.  Support for policy change away from continued rivalry is more likely to develop when the economic situation sours and elites and masses are looking for ways to improve a worsening situation. It is at these times that the pressure to cut military investment will be greatest and that state leaders will be forced to recognize the difficulty of continuing to pay for a rivalry. Among other things, this argument also encompasses the view that the cold war ended because the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could no longer compete economically with the United States. Hypothesis 2: Poor economic conditions increase the probability of rivalry termination. Hypotheses 1 and 2 posit opposite behaviors in response to a single cause  (internal economic problems).  As such, they demand a research design that can account for substitutability between them. 

Econ Growth ( War

Economic growth leads to war- optimism and increased military capabilities

Boehmer 8 (Charles R. Boehmer, with Ph.D. in Political Science and Associate Professor of the Dept. of Political Science at the University of Texas at El Paso, 30 June 2008, “ECONOMIC GROWTH AND VIOLENT INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT: 1875–1999”, pg 251-252, SC)

Growth-as-Catalyst for Violent Conflict- The earliest literature predicting that economic growth leads to war dates back nearly a century. The basic theme advanced is that economic growth expands war-making capability. This is known as the ‘war-chest proposition’. Nikolai Kondratieff (1926) associated the frequency of war and other social upheavals to ‘long-cycles’ in the global economy of roughly 25 year phases of economic growth followed by contractions of similar length. Scholars in economics and political science have theorized that the power capabilities of states, particularly the major powers, also follow cycles (but not necessarily Kondratieff cycles) (Doran, 1983, 1985; Doran and Parsons, 1980), result in power transitions as states growing in power surpass states that had been at the top of the international power hierarchy (Organski and Kugler, 1980), or more generally relate to economic expansion (Kuznets, 1966; Choucri and North, 1975). Some scholars have provided evidence supporting Kondratieff’s claim that expansions in the global economy increase the frequency or severity of international conflicts (Hansen, 1932; Väyrynen, 1983; Goldstein, 1988; Mansfield, 1988; Pollins, 1996; Pollins and Murrin, 1999). However, studies that argue long cycles affect the behavior of individual states without direct observation of state behavior commit an ecological fallacy. It is possible that the foreign policies of most states could be unaffected by periodicities or patterns at the systemic level of analysis. This study, in contrast, studies the effect of economic growth at the state (monadic) level of analysis. Blainey’s (1988) analysis suggests that the ‘war chest’ theme can be generalized to the state level of analysis. Kennedy (1987) also offers a historical discussion of the war chest theme to explain the rise and fall of major powers. Some studies argue that it is not increases in military capabilities from economic growth alone that raise the risk of conflict but also a higher willingness to use such capabilities by directly affecting the decision-making process. Some scholars argue that growth leads to ‘optimism’ or bellicose foreign policy ‘moods’ (Kondratieff, 1926; MacFie, 1938; Klingberg, 1952, 1983; Kuznets, 1966; Väyrynen, 1983; Holmes, 1985; Elder and Holmes, 1985; Blainey, 1988; Holmes and Keck, 1999; Pollins and Schweller, 1999). The studies by Klingberg, Holmes and his associates, and Pollins and Schweller (1999), investigate foreign policy moods in the American case and find that war and other disputes are more likely to occur when the American economy is in growth phases. Two studies avoid the ecological fallacy mentioned above by linking American foreign policy to Kondratieff cycles (Pollins and Schweller, 1999; Holmes and Keck, 1999). To directly test this proposition cross-nationally is difficult given that public opinion data are limited, especially for non-democratic regimes, which could lead to sample bias. However, Blainey’s theory can in part be generalized to the state level of analysis and is hence most relevant to this study. Blainey argues that economic growth perverts perceptions of power, leading states to be more optimistic about their chances of victory in international contests. “While there may be no clear pattern to war, one ‘clue’ we have is that optimism abounds at their onset” (Blainey, 1988: 41). Economic growth increases optimism that states will triumph in international crises, leading to a heightened risk of war. Blainey attempted to be systematic in his review of history using informal case studies or examples to support his hypothesis, although few studies have undertaken a similar test using quantitative data. Hence, this study seeks to test Blainey’s proposition, which is most appropriate at the monadic level of analysis.

Economic growth escalates conflict severely

Boehmer 8 (Charles R. Boehmer, with Ph.D. in Political Science and Associate Professor of the Dept. of Political Science at the University of Texas at El Paso, 30 June 2008, “ECONOMIC GROWTH AND VIOLENT INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT: 1875–1999”, pg 255, SC)

Still, states often experience economic growth, whereas violent interstate conflicts are rare events. I do not argue that economic growth is a general and direct source of conflict between states. I contend instead that growth acts as a catalyst, pouring fuel on fires where conflicts have already commenced. Economic growth should influence the perceptions state leaders have about their state’s performance. I argue that economic growth acts as a catalyst for violent interstate conflicts by increasing the willingness of states to use military force in foreign policy, particularly to reciprocate militarized threats and uses of force or to escalate conflicts in a violent manner. Most and Starr (1989: 22) define willingness as “the willingness to choose (even if the choice is no action), and to employ available capabilities to further some policy option over others.” Most and Starr situate willingness against a background of ‘opportunity’. Naturally, not all states have the same opportunity to realistically choose policies that lead to interstate violence or war, at least with an equal chance of victory.

Economic growth increases risk of war- empirics

Boehmer 8 (Charles R. Boehmer, with Ph.D. in Political Science and Associate Professor of the Dept. of Political Science at the University of Texas at El Paso, 30 June 2008, “ECONOMIC GROWTH AND VIOLENT INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT: 1875–1999”, pg 261-262, SC)

The empirical results for the model on MID reciprocation are interesting and lend partial support for the theory advanced in this study. The GDP growth variable is positive and just misses being statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level (0.051). States that are growing economically over a five-year period are more apt to reciprocate with a military threat, display of force, or use of force when targeted by another state in a MID. Economic growth appears to strengthen the resolve of states to not back down when challenged or attacked by another state, which lends empirical support to Hypothesis 3. This effect of economic growth is distinct from growth of military expenditures. In contrast, states with growing military expenditures over a five-year period are disinclined to reciprocate against other states when they become a target in a militarized dispute. This is not to say that states with growing military expenditures necessarily ignore states that initiated a militarized dispute against them but instead they may be more comfortable to explore acts of economic statecraft or diplomacy against a challenger. This finding is nonetheless counter-intuitive to the literature focusing on economic growth. 9 The remaining control variables have roughly the same effect on MID reciprocation as they do on targeting.

War

Wars from economic growth are more severe than wars from economic collapse- empirics

Goldstein 87 (Joshua S. Goldstein, PhD, professor of International relations, Dec 1987, Pg 580-582 “Long Waves in War, Production, Prices, and Wages: New Empirical Evidence”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/174156.pdf?acceptTC=true SC)

Figure 2 is a graph of great power war severity over time.11 The height of each year's data point indicates the battle fatalities that year. 12 In this graph, especially in the middle centuries, can be found recurring war peaks about every 50 years, which are indicated with "WP" on the figure. These war peaks are listed and discussed in Goldstein (1985, 1988: chap. 11). Each is a sustained, high-fatality war more severe than those preceding it. Until World War II, there is a one-to-one correspon- dence between these recurring war peaks and the peaks of the long wave (from the base dating scheme), which are indicated on the figure by small arrows at the top. For nine successive long waves, until 1918, each war peak occurs near the end of an upswing phase period. Only the final peak, World War II, does not fit the pattern-following too closely after the World War I peak and coming at the beginning rather than the end of a long wave upswing.13 As I have reported (Goldstein, 1985), the severity of great power wars strongly correlates with the phases of the long wave. While the frequency and duration of great power wars are approximately equal on the upswing and downswing phases, wars on the upswing are roughly an order of magnitude (10 times) more severe than those on the downswing, as measured by the annual rate of battle fatalities. 

Wars from economic growth are more likely and more severe

Goldstein 87 (Joshua S. Goldstein, PhD, professor of International relations, Dec 1987, Pg 592-593 “Long Waves in War, Production, Prices, and Wages: New Empirical Evidence”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/174156.pdf?acceptTC=true SC)

This effect of economic growth on the severity of war may be augmented by a "lateral pressure" effect (North and Lagerstrom, 1971; Choucri and North, 1975; Strickland, 1982). During production upswings, the great powers grow more rapidly-heightening competition for world resources and markets, and raising the stakes for international competition and conflict. Kondratieff himself (I928/ 1984: 95) attributes the correlation of major wars with long wave upswings to a process much like lateral pressure: The upward movement in business conditions, and the growth of productive forces, cause a sharpening of the struggle for new markets-in particular, raw materials markets.. .. [This] makes for an aggravation of international political relations, an increase in the occasions for military conflicts, and military conflicts themselves. Lasswell (1935/1965: 121) likewise argues that "prosperity expands markets, intensifies contact, sharpens conflict and war." 

Democracy and freedom

Economic growth destroys democracy and freedom

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to: 8 • Erosion of democracy. As decision-making becomes centralised into unelected, unaccountable bodies like the WTO, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the European Commission, the influence of the individual steadily shrinks — even in nominally democratic countries. People may still have the right to vote for national and local leaders, but as political institutions, both left and right, adopt identical policy measures influenced by and reflecting the wishes of corporate interests, voting can become all but meaningless. • Loss of government autonomy. As dependence on the global economy grows, it becomes increasingly difficult for even nation-states to protect their citizenry or environment from the dictates of international finance and transnational capital. In the South (and increasingly in the North as well) governments themselves are losing autonomy, as they are forced to reshape their economies to fit the contours of the global economy. In accordance with the theory of comparative advantage, these countries have been pressured to make their production more “efficient” by focusing on just two or three key commodities for the global marketplace. Countries are also pressured to “develop” — which means building up the infrastructures necessary for export-oriented industry and agriculture, requiring tremendous amounts of capital. This capital must be borrowed, and if global demand for a country’s exports declines, it may be unable to repay its loans, forcing it further into debt. It is then pressured to undertake “structural adjustment” programmes to further enhance international “competitiveness”. This means cutting back on social spending, limiting restrictions on investment, and providing still more funding for infrastructures. World Bank/IMF lending to Southern countries is typically made conditional on such programmes, and indeed the vast majority of these countries have been subjected to them. The continual loan repayments, for which the interest alone may be equal to a large percentage of the country’s annual budget, require surpluses that can only be generated by trading away natural resources or a significant portion of national output. In this way, entire nations are not only impoverished by a vicious debt cycle, they are also ensnared into ever greater dependence on the global economy.9

Every invasion of freedom must be rejected

Petro 74 (Sylvester Petro, professor of law, Wake Forest University, Spring 1974, “TOLEDO LAW REVIEW”, p. 480.)

However, one may still insist, echoing   Ernest Hemingway – “I believe in only one thing: liberty.” And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume’s observation: “It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once.” Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value, and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.
Protecting freedom is key to prevent dehumanization 

Mertus 6 -Associate Professor of International Relations at American University, and Helsing, Deputy Director for Education at the United States Institute of Peace, (Julie and Jeffrey W., “Introduction: Exploring the Intersection between Human Rights,” pg. 3-4)

The notion that deprivation of human rights contributes to protracted social conflict draws from the theory of basic human needs. Human needs theory is closely identified with the seminal work of John Burton, who theorized in Deviance, Terrorism and War: The Process of Solving Unsolved Social and Political Problems that unsatisfied human needs are the root cause of many of the most violent conflicts. Human rights abuses, like unmet human needs, threaten the security of individuals and social groups and, in so doing, create cycles of dehumanization based on fear. Politicians and militaries can use that fear to stoke their campaigns and further their agendas. Such was the case in Rwanda in 1994, as Tutsis in exile violated the rights of Hutu leaders even as Hutus in power dehumanized and slaughtered Tutsis at home. Not only do human rights abuses lead to the onset of conflict, but also, as Louis Kreisberg notes, “inhumane treatment deepens the antagonism and the desire to continue the struggle and even to seek revenge. The callous and indiscriminate use of violence, intended to intimidate and suppress the enemy, is frequently counterproductive, prolonging a struggle and making an enduring peace more difficult to attain.” Some ideologies use dehumanizing imagery to exclude “enemy” groups, describing other peoples as “animals,” “vermin,” or “evil incarnate” and thereby setting the stage for future human rights abuses. Leaders who emphasize ends over means are not likely to hesitate before violating human rights in pursuit of their goals. Memoirs can likewise evoke violent responses, since old resentments and distrust can keep tensions higher between groups or countries. For example, Rwanda’s history of social tensions, widespread killings, and long-standing human rights abuses fueled the genocidal massacres of the 1990s.

Dehumanization outweighs all, destroys value to life, and will bring the end of the world!

Montagu 83 (Ashley Montagu, Esteemed Scientist and Writer; and Floyd Matson, Professor of American Studies at University of Hawaii, “The dehumanization of man”, http://64.233.187.104/search?q=cache:hnDfqSFkJJwJ:www.cross-x.com/vb/archive/index.php/t-939595.html+montagu+matson+dehumanization&hl=en)

The contagion is unknown to science and unrecognized by medicine (psychiatry aside); yet its wasting symptoms are plain for all to see and its lethal effects are everywhere on display. It neither kills outright nor inflicts apparent physical harm, yet the extent of its destructive toll is already greater than that of any war, plague, famine, or natural calamity on record -- and its potential damage to the quality of human life and the fabric of civilized society is beyond calculation. For that reason, this sickness of the soul might well be called the Fifth Horseman of the Apocalypse. Its more conventional name, of course, is dehumanization.
Disease

Economic growth helps diseases spread and mutate

Hamburg 8 (Margaret, FDA Commissioner, Senior Scientist Nuclear Threat Initiative, MD, “Germs Go Global: Why Emerging Infectious Diseases Are a Threat to America”, http://healthyamericans.org/assets/files/GermsGoGlobal.pdf SC)

Globalization, the worldwide movement toward economic, financial, trade, and communications integration, has impacted public health significantly. Technology and economic interdependence allow diseases to spread globally at rapid speeds. Experts believe that the increase in international travel and commerce, including the increasingly global nature of food handling, processing, and sales contribute to the spread of emerging infectious diseases. 47 Increased global trade has also brought more and more people into contact with zoonosis -diseases that originated in animals before jumping to humans. For example, in 2003, the monkeypox virus entered the U.S. through imported Gambian giant rats sold in the nation’s under-regulated exotic pet trade. The rats infected pet prairie dogs, which passed the virus along to humans. 48 International smuggling of birds, brought into the U.S. without undergoing inspection and/or quarantine, is of particular concern to public health experts who worry that it may be a pathway for the H5N1 “bird flu” virus to enter the country. Lower cost and efficient means of international transportation allow people to travel to more remote places and potential exposure to more infectious diseases. And the close proximity of passengers on passenger planes, trains, and cruise ships over the course of many hours puts people at risk for higher levels of exposure. If a person contracts a disease abroad, their symptoms may not emerge until they return home, having exposed others to the infection during their travels. In addition, planes and ships can themselves become breeding grounds for infectious diseases. The 2002-2003 SARS outbreak spread quickly around the globe due to international travel. SARS is caused by a new strain of coronavirus, the same family of viruses that frequently cause the common cold. This contagious and sometimes fatal respiratory illness first appeared in China in November 2002. Within 6 weeks, SARS had spread worldwide, transmitted around the globe by unsuspecting travelers. According to CDC, 8,098 people were infected and 774 died of the disease. 49 SARS represented the first severe, newly emergent infectious disease of the 21st century. 50 It illustrated just how quickly infection can spread in a highly mobile and interconnected world. SARS was contained and controlled because public health authorities in the communities most affected mounted a rapid and effective response. SARS also demonstrated the economic consequences of an emerging infectious disease in closely interdependent and highly mobile world. Apart from the direct costs of intensive medical care and disease control interventions, SARS caused widespread social disruption and economic losses. Schools, hospitals, and some borders were closed and thousands of people were placed in quarantine. International travel to affected areas fell sharply by 50 - 70 percent. Hotel occupancy dropped by more than 60 percent. Businesses, particularly in tourism-related areas, failed. According to a study by Morgan Stanley, the Asia-Pacific region’s economy lost nearly $40 billion due to SARS. 51 The World Bank found that the East Asian region’s GDP fell by 2 percent in the second quarter of 2003. 52 Toronto experienced a 13.4 percent drop in tourism in 2003. 53

Disease causes extinction

Yu 9 (Victoria, Dartmouth Undergraduate Journal of Science, 22 May 2009, “Human Extinction: The Uncertainty of Our Fate”, http://dujs.dartmouth.edu/spring-2009/human-extinction-the-uncertainty-of-our-fate)

A pandemic will kill off all humans.  In the past, humans have indeed fallen victim to viruses. Perhaps the best-known case was the bubonic plague that killed up to one third of the European population in the mid-14th century (7). While vaccines have been developed for the plague and some other infectious diseases, new viral strains are constantly emerging — a process that maintains the possibility of a pandemic-facilitated human extinction.  Some surveyed students mentioned AIDS as a potential pandemic-causing virus.  It is true that scientists have been unable thus far to find a sustainable cure for AIDS, mainly due to HIV’s rapid and constant evolution. Specifically, two factors account for the virus’s abnormally high mutation rate: 1. HIV’s use of reverse transcriptase, which does not have a proof-reading mechanism, and 2. the lack of an error-correction mechanism in HIV DNA polymerase (8). Luckily, though, there are certain characteristics of HIV that make it a poor candidate for a large-scale global infection: HIV can lie dormant in the human body for years without manifesting itself, and AIDS itself does not kill directly, but rather through the weakening of the immune system.   However, for more easily transmitted viruses such as influenza, the evolution of new strains could prove far more consequential. The simultaneous occurrence of antigenic drift (point mutations that lead to new strains) and antigenic shift (the inter-species transfer of disease) in the influenza virus could produce a new version of influenza for which scientists may not immediately find a cure. Since influenza can spread quickly, this lag time could potentially lead to a “global influenza pandemic,” according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (9). The most recent scare of this variety came in 1918 when bird flu managed to kill over 50 million people around the world in what is sometimes referred to as the Spanish flu pandemic. Perhaps even more frightening is the fact that only 25 mutations were required to convert the original viral strain — which could only infect birds — into a human-viable strain (10).

Economic instability

Economic growth leads to an unstable economy

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to: …• Economic destabilisation. Tied to a complex system of imports and exports, countries are becoming ever-more tightly linked to a volatile global economy over which they have no control. Natural disasters, wars and economic slumps in one part of the world can have a direct impact on countries many thousands of miles away. American farmers, for example, found no market for half of their grain harvest in 1999, thanks to the financial crisis that struck Asia — a market on which those farmers had become dependent. 7 The speculative nature of most global investment makes the entire system even more unstable. In fact, the most traded product on global markets today is not something you can clothe or feed yourself with — it is money. Every day of the year, roughly $1.3 trillion is gambled on international currency markets — 30 times more than the daily GDP of all the developed countries combined. 8 More than 95 percent of this involves pure speculation, leading many experts to conclude that the system is so unstable its eventual breakdown is assured: “It is only a question of when,” argues international financier George Soros. 9 A small sample of that breakdown occurred in 1998, when unfettered speculation in the currencies of Southeast Asia led to financial crisis and recession across the region, with severe economic repercussions felt worldwide. 
Environment

Economic growth hurts the environment

Munasinghe 99 (Mohan Munasingh, Professor of Environment Management, University of Colombo, Ecological Economics Volume 29, Issue 1, April 1999, Pages 89-109 “Is Environmental Degradation An Inevitable Consequence Of Economic Growth: Tunneling Through The Environmental Kuznets Curve”)

Economic prosperity and growth has been an important objective of government policy since historical times. However rapid growth inevitably results in greater use of natural resources and emission of pollutants, which in turn puts more pressure on the environment. In the modern context, this link immediately raises the issue of potential conflicts between two powerful current trends—the market oriented economic reform process now widely accepted worldwide, and protection of the environment. Thus, another relevant strand of recent research concerns the investigation of the links between economy-wide (both macroeconomic and sectoral) policy reforms and the environment (see for example, [Reed, 1992], [Munasinghe and Cruz, 1994], [Reed, 1996], [Munasinghe, 1996], [Cruz et al., 1997] and Warford et al., 1997 Warford, J., Munasinghe, M., Cruz, W., 1997. The Greening of Economic Policy Reform, vol. 1 (Principles). World Bank, Washington, DC.[Warford et al., 1997]). Such policies are aimed primarily at broad socioeconomic objectives like accelerating growth, restoring macroeconomic stability, and alleviating poverty. Nevertheless, they are so pervasive and powerful that significant environmental and social consequences (both positive and negative) frequently occur. A summary of some key findings from this literature, are presented below.

Ecological collapse and human extinction are inevitable without an economic collapse

Barry 8 (Glen, PhD in Land Resources from UW-Madison and President and Founder of Ecological Internet, 14 Jan 2008, “Economic Collapse and Global Ecology,” http://www.countercurrents.org/barry140108.htm)

Given widespread failure to pursue policies sufficient to reverse deterioration of the biosphere and avoid ecological collapse, the best we can hope for may be that the growth-based economic system crashes sooner rather than later  Humanity and the Earth are faced with an enormous conundrum -- sufficient climate policies enjoy political support only in times of rapid economic growth. Yet this growth is the primary factor driving greenhouse gas emissions and other environmental ills. The growth machine has pushed the planet well beyond its ecological carrying capacity, and unless constrained, can only lead to human extinction and an end to complex life.  With every economic downturn, like the one now looming in the United States, it becomes more difficult and less likely that policy sufficient to ensure global ecological sustainability will be embraced. This essay explores the possibility that from a biocentric viewpoint of needs for long-term global ecological, economic and social sustainability; it would be better for the economic collapse to come now rather than later.  Economic growth is a deadly disease upon the Earth, with capitalism as its most virulent strain. Throw-away consumption and explosive population growth are made possible by using up fossil fuels and destroying ecosystems. Holiday shopping numbers are covered by media in the same breath as Arctic ice melt, ignoring their deep connection. Exponential economic growth destroys ecosystems and pushes the biosphere closer to failure.  Humanity has proven itself unwilling and unable to address climate change and other environmental threats with necessary haste and ambition. Action on coal, forests, population, renewable energy and emission reductions could be taken now at net benefit to the economy. Yet, the losers -- primarily fossil fuel industries and their bought oligarchy -- successfully resist futures not dependent upon their deadly products.  Perpetual economic growth, and necessary climate and other ecological policies, are fundamentally incompatible. Global ecological sustainability depends critically upon establishing a steady state economy, whereby production is right-sized to not diminish natural capital. Whole industries like coal and natural forest logging will be eliminated even as new opportunities emerge in solar energy and environmental restoration. 

Economic growth destroys the environment, wrecks the biosphere, destroys forests, depletes ozone, and causes extinction

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to: … • Environmental breakdown. Globalisation is intensifying the already serious ecological consequences of industrialisation. Despite western faith in the ability of high technology and human ingenuity to solve these problems, we have already exceeded the biosphere’s capacity to absorb the impact of industrial activities. The soil upon which food production ultimately depends is being rapidly lost thanks to industrial farm practices. Whole tracts of irreplaceable forest have been decimated by the global timber industry, land speculators and oil and mining industries. Our air and water are increasingly polluted, and mountains of toxic waste and nuclear debris continue to grow. The introduction of genetically modified crops poses the threat of irreversible “genetic pollution”. The planet’s immense diversity of plant and animal species is being eroded at the rate of at least 50,000 species annually, ranking this as one of the planet’s great extinction waves. 14 Perhaps worst of all, deforestation, ozone depletion, and greenhouse gas emissions are making global weather patterns more extreme, unpredictable, and violent. Further globalisation can only exacerbate these trends. More trade means more transport, which means more pollution and CO2 emissions; the consolidation and “modernization” of agriculture means more soil erosion, more toxic agro-chemicals and more resource-intensive urbanisation; the continued building of transport infrastructures and extraction of fossil fuels means more destruction of habitats and loss of biodiversity. Clearly, this finite planet does not have the capacity to sustain an economic system based on unlimited growth. Yet the premise of globalisation is that more of the world’s people — all of them, in fact — should be encouraged to enlist in this destructive system. Ultimately, today’s increasingly globalised economy has no winners. More and more workers around the world are left either unemployed or in low-paying jobs with minimal safety conditions and little job security. Millions of small and medium-sized businesses are closing down, as transnational corporations take over markets of every kind. Small farmers are devalued, financially destroyed, and drawn off to the megacities, leaving behind villages and small towns devoid of economic and cultural vitality. The environment is becoming increasingly polluted and destabilised. In the long run, not even the wealthy few can escape these problems: they too must survive on an ecologically degraded planet, and suffer the consequences of a social fabric ripped apart.

Food insecurity

Economic growth leads to food insecurity and hurts the poor

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to: … Loss of food security. The heavy emphasis on exports has led to a rapid decrease in agricultural diversity, with thousands of local varieties abandoned for the relative few suited to monocultural production and favoured by short-term economic trends. Overall, approximately 75 percent of the world’s agricultural diversity has been lost in the last century, a dangerous narrowing of the genetic base that threatens food security everywhere. 10 Increasing control by a handful of corporations over the world’s food supply is another threat to food security, particularly for those without enough money to meet corporate profit expectations. For a poor person in Thailand, Brazil or Haiti, a marginally lower number on a computer screen in New York, London or Tokyo may be the difference between eating and going hungry. Today, in fact, when food is more tightly controlled by corporations than ever before, some 790 million people are undernourished11 — even though more than enough food is produced to adequately feed everyone on the planet. 

Heg

Economic growth allows China to rise up and take the US’s hegemonic position

Xia 6 (Ming Xia, reporter for NY Times, 2006, “’China Threat’ or a ‘Peaceful Rise of China’?” http://www.nytimes.com/ref/college/coll-china-politics-007.html SC)

"China's rise" can be seen as a quintessentially political process—through which the ruling Communist Party has sought to shore up its legitimacy after the Cultural Revolution irreversibly changed the nation and caused three crises of ideological belief, faith in the CPC, and confidence in the future. As the Party realized that the performance-based legitimacy was the only hope for prolonging its rule, economic development became the highest politics. Consequentially, the success of economic development would have to cause political implications—the external ones are carefully monitored and evaluated by China's neighbors and the only superpower of the world—the United States. Will China become a threat to the United States, Japan, and surrounding countries? The reason for American concern mainly arises from its hegemonic status in the world politics and the ideological incompatibility of China with the Western value system. China's stunning economic growth has convinced the West that it is just a matter of time until China becomes a world superpower. But its ideological orientation makes China a revolutionary power that is threatening both to the United States' status and global structure. Three different logics have been constructed to substantiate the "China threat" thesis. First, ideological and cultural factors make China a threat. For neo-conservatives in the Bush Administration, the mere factor that China still sticks to communism makes view it adversely. Samuel Huntington has added a cultural factor: in the clash of civilizations, the "unholy alliance between Islamic and Confucian civilizations" is the most fundamental threat to the West. For people using this logic, the sensible response from the U.S. is, in the short run, a containment policy, and confrontation is possible if needed; in the long run, the promotion of a peaceful transformation within China. Second, geopolitical and geoeconomic factors. For many realists, even China has shed off its ideological straitjacket, as a great power in size (territory, population, and economy), China has to pursue its own interest and respect. Nationalism may still drive China into a course of clash with the United States, if the latter refuses to accommodate or share the leadership with China as a rising power. Some scholars fear that democracy can unleash strong nationalism and popular nationalism can make China even more aggressive toward the United States. 

U.S. hegemony prevents nuclear war

Khalilizad 95 (Zalmay Khalilizad, director of the Strategy and Doctrine Program at RAND & former US Ambassador to Afghanistan, "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War," Washington Quarterly, Spring, Proquest)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values — understood as democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Imperialism/Racism

Economic growth leads to imperialism and racism

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to: … • Increased ethnic and racial conflict. Globalisation is replacing the earth‟s cultural diversity with a uniform Western monoculture. Historically, the erosion of indigenous cultural integrity was a conscious goal of the architects of colonialism: colonial officers were advised to “deliberately tamper with the equilibrium of the traditional culture so that change will become imperative.” 12 This process continues into the present day, both as conscious policy and as a result of the insidious effects of global media and advertising. Every day, people around the world are bombarded with media images that present the modern, Western consumer lifestyle as the ideal, while implicitly denigrating local traditions and land-based ways of life. The message is that the urban is sophisticated and the rural is backward; that imports of processed food and manufactured goods are superior to local products; that “imported is good, local is crap,” in the words of an advertising executive in China. 13 People are not only being lured to abandon local foods for McDonald‟s hamburgers and local dress for designer jeans, they are induced to remake their own identities to emulate the glamorous blonde-haired, blue-eyed stars of “Baywatch” or “Dallas”. For the vast majority around the world, the attempt to live up to this artificial ideal will prove impossible. What follows is often a profound sense of failure, inferiority and self-rejection. When combined with the cultural uprooting, poverty and hopelessness that permeates much of the “developing” world, the predictable outcome is a rise in fundamentalism, ethnic conflict, and violence. 

Imperialism leads to unending violence and extinction 

Eckhardt 1990 (William, Lentz Peace Research Laboratory of St. Louis, JOURNAL OF PEACE RESEARCH, February 1990, p. 15-16)

Modern Western Civilization used war as well as peace to gain the whole world as a domain to benefit itself at the expense of others: The expansion of the culture and institutions of modern civilization from its centers in Europe was made possible by imperialistic war… It is true missionaries and traders had their share in the work of expanding world civilization, but always with the support, immediate or in the background, of armies and navies (pp. 251-252). The importance of dominance as a primary motive in civilized war in general was also emphasized for modern war in particular: '[Dominance] is probably the most important single element in the causation of major modern wars' (p. 85). European empires were thrown up all over the world in this process of benefiting some at the expense of others, which was characterized by armed violence contributing to structural violence: 'World-empire is built by conquest and maintained by force… Empires are primarily organizations of violence' (pp. 965, 969). 'The struggle for empire has greatly increased the disparity between states with respect to the political control of resources, since there can never be enough imperial territory to provide for all' (p. 1190). This 'disparity between states', not to mention the disparity within states, both of which take the form of racial differences in life expectancies, has killed 15-20 times as many people in the 20th century as have wars and revolutions (Eckhardt & Kohler, 1980; Eckhardt, 1983c). When this structural violence of 'disparity between states' created by civilization is taken into account, then the violent nature of civilization becomes much more apparent. Wright concluded that 'Probably at least 10 per cent of deaths in modern civilization can be attributed directly or indirectly to war… The trend of war has been toward greater cost, both absolutely and relative to population… The proportion of the population dying as a direct consequence of battle has tended to increase' (pp. 246, 247). So far as structural violence has constituted about one-third of all deaths in the 20th century (Eckhardt & Kohler, 1980; Eckhardt, 1983c), and so far as structural violence was a function of armed violence, past and present, then Wright's estimate was very conservative indeed. Assuming that war is some function of civilization, then civilization is responsible for one-third of 20th century deaths. This is surely self-destruction carried to a high level of efficiency. The structural situation has been improving throughout the 20th century, however, so that structural violence caused 'only' 20% of all deaths in 1980 (Eckhardt, 1983c). There is obviously room for more improvement. To be sure, armed violence in the form of revolution has been directed toward the reduction of structural violence, even as armed violence in the form of imperialism has been directed toward its maintenance. But imperial violence came first, in the sense of creating structural violence, before revolutionary violence emerged to reduce it. It is in this sense that structural violence was basically, fundamentally, and primarily a function of armed violence in its imperial form. The atomic age has ushered in the possibility, and some would say the probability, of killing not only some of us for the benefit of others, nor even of killing all of us to no one's benefit, but of putting an end to life itself! This is surely carrying self-destruction to some infinite power beyond all human comprehension. It's too much, or superfluous, as the Existentialists might say. Why we should care is a mystery. But, if we do, then the need for civilized peoples to respond to the ethical challenge is very urgent indeed. Life itself may depend upon our choice.

US imperialism will cause backlash and assymetric warfare, unleashing new global holocausts.  

Foster 2003 (John Bellamy, Monthly Review, July/August, “The new age of imperialism”)

This new age of U.S. imperialism will generate its own contradictions, amongst them attempts by other major powers to assert their influence, resorting to similar belligerent means, and all sorts of strategies by weaker states and non-state actors to engage in "asymmetric" forms of warfare. Given the unprecedented destructiveness of contemporary weapons, which are diffused ever more widely, the consequences for the population of the world could well be devastating beyond anything ever before witnessed. Rather than generating a new "Pax Americana" the United States may be paving the way to new global holocausts. The greatest hope in these dire circumstances lies in a rising tide of revolt from below, both in the United States and globally. The growth of the antiglobalization movement, which dominated the world stage for nearly two years following the events in Seattle in November 1999, was succeeded in February 2003 by the largest global wave of antiwar protests in human history. Never before has the world's population risen up so quickly and in such massive numbers in the attempt to stop an imperialist war. The new age of imperialism is also a new age of revolt. The Vietnam Syndrome, which has so worried the strategic planners of the imperial order for decades, now seems not only to have left a deep legacy within the United States but also to have been coupled this time around with an Empire Syndrome on a much more global scale-something that no one really expected. This more than anything else makes it clear that the strategy of the American ruling class to expand the American Empire cannot possibly succeed in the long run, and will prove to be its own-we hope not the world's-undoing. 
Nanotech

Nanotech research needs a strong economy

Nanotechnology Now 8 (Nanotechnology now, 5 Jan 2008, “Brave Investment: More Money Needed to Research”, http://www.nanotech-now.com/news.cgi?story_id=27259 SC)


But in 2008, Oklahoma is home to businesses and higher education institutions capitalizing on nanotechnology. Most Oklahomans now know of nanotechnology and that it will be a money maker for the state, according a recent survey. What nanotechnology is remains a bit fuzzy for most of us, but such is life when you're living in the technological fast lane. It's difficult — if not impossible — to see what will get researchers excited 20 or even 10 years from now. But this much we know: Oklahoma has been wisely investing in research and technology for the past two decades, knowing that the payoff might not come for years. As the state begins its second century, that investment must grow. In 2006, lawmakers created the Economic Development Generating Excellence fund at the behest of a blue-ribbon panel. The goal is a $1 billion endowment to help fund research and promising high-tech projects to help make the state's economy more diverse and prosperous. So far, lawmakers have deposited only about $150 million — far too little in a world where technology advances more quickly than ever before.

   ***Nano-terror

Unregulated nano development leads to nano-terrorism

Pheonix and Treder 3 (Chris Phoenix and Mike Treder, Center for Responsible Nanotechnology, Jan 2003, Safe Utilization of Advanced Nanotechnology, http://www.crnano.org/safe.htm)
Development of nanotechnology must be undertaken with care to avoid accidents; once a nanotechnology-based manufacturing technology is created, it must be administered with even more care. Irresponsible use of molecular manufacturing could lead to black markets, unstable arms races ending in immense destruction, and possibly a release of grey goo. Misuse of the technology by inhumane governments, terrorists, criminals, and irresponsible users could produce even worse problems—grey goo is a feeble weapon compared to what could be designed. It seems likely that research leading to advanced nanotechnology will have to be carefully monitored and controlled.

That makes chemical and biological terrorism much easier and more deadly

Center for Responsible Nanotechnology 3 (Center for Responsible Nanotechnology, 2003, “Results of Our Ongoing Research”, http://www.crnano.org/dangers.htm)
Criminals and terrorists with stronger, more powerful, and much more compact devices could do serious damage to society. Defenses against these devices may not be installed immediately or comprehensively. Chemical and biological weapons could become much more deadly and easier to conceal. Many other types of terrifying devices are possible, including several varieties of remote assassination weapons that would be difficult to detect or avoid. As a result of small integrated computers, even tiny weapons could be aimed at targets remote in time and space from the attacker. This will not only impair defense, but also will reduce post-attack detection and accountability. Reduced accountability could reduce civility and security, and increase the attractiveness of some forms of crime. If nanofactory-built weapons were available from a black market or a home factory, it would be quite difficult to detect them before they were launched; a random search capable of spotting them would almost certainly be intrusive enough to violate current human rights standards.

Causes extinction

Steinbruner 97 (John, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, chair of the committee on international security and arms control of the National Academy of Sciences, Foreign Policy, 22 December 1997)
That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens - ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use - the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit.

   ***Gray goo

Using nanotech increases the risk of nano-terrorism, nano-weapons, nano-genocide, self-replicating gray goo, and extinction

Joy 4 (Bill Joy, MS in electrical engineering and computer science, cofounder of Sun Microsystems, 2004, “Why the future doesn't need us”, http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/8.04/joy_pr.html SC)

Then, last summer, Brosl Hasslacher told me that nanoscale molecular electronics was now practical. This wasnew news, at least to me, and I think to many people - and it radically changed my opinion about nanotechnology. It sent me back toEngines of Creation. Rereading Drexler's work after more than 10 years, I was dismayed to realize how little I had remembered of its lengthy section called "Dangers and Hopes," including a discussion of how nanotechnologies can become "engines of destruction." Indeed, in my rereading of this cautionary material today, I am struck by how naive some of Drexler's safeguard proposals seem, and how much greater I judge the dangers to be now than even he seemed to then. (Having anticipated and described many technical and political problems with nanotechnology, Drexler started the Foresight Institute in the late 1980s "to help prepare society for anticipated advanced technologies" - most important, nanotechnology.) The enabling breakthrough to assemblers seems quite likely within the next 20 years. Molecular electronics - the new subfield of nanotechnology where individual molecules are circuit elements - should mature quickly and become enormously lucrative within this decade, causing a large incremental investment in all nanotechnologies. Unfortunately, as with nuclear technology, it is far easier to create destructive uses for nanotechnology than constructive ones. Nanotechnology has clear military and terrorist uses, and you need not be suicidal to release a massively destructive nanotechnological device - such devices can be built to be selectively destructive, affecting, for example, only a certain geographical area or a group of people who are genetically distinct. An immediate consequence of the Faustian bargain in obtaining the great power of nanotechnology is that we run a grave risk - the risk that we might destroy the biosphere on which all life depends. As Drexler explained: "Plants" with "leaves" no more efficient than today's solar cells could out-compete real plants, crowding the biosphere with an inedible foliage. Tough omnivorous "bacteria" could out-compete real bacteria: They could spread like blowing pollen, replicate swiftly, and reduce the biosphere to dust in a matter of days. Dangerous replicators could easily be too tough, small, and rapidly spreading to stop - at least if we make no preparation. We have trouble enough controlling viruses and fruit flies. Among the cognoscenti of nanotechnology, this threat has become known as the "gray goo problem." Though masses of uncontrolled replicators need not be gray or gooey, the term "gray goo" emphasizes that replicators able to obliterate life might be less inspiring than a single species of crabgrass. They might be superior in an evolutionary sense, but this need not make them valuable. The gray goo threat makes one thing perfectly clear: We cannot afford certain kinds of accidents with replicating assemblers. Gray goo would surely be a depressing ending to our human adventure on Earth, far worse than mere fire or ice, and one that could stem from a simple laboratory accident.6 Oops. It is most of all the power of destructive self-replication in genetics, nanotechnology, and robotics (GNR) that should give us pause. Self-replication is the modus operandi of genetic engineering, which uses the machinery of the cell to replicate its designs, and the prime danger underlying gray goo in nanotechnology. Stories of run-amok robots like the Borg, replicating or mutating to escape from the ethical constraints imposed on them by their creators, are well established in our science fiction books and movies. It is even possible that self-replication may be more fundamental than we thought, and hence harder - or even impossible - to control. A recent article by Stuart Kauffman inNature titled "Self-Replication: Even Peptides Do It" discusses the discovery that a 32-amino-acid peptide can "autocatalyse its own synthesis." We don't know how widespread this ability is, but Kauffman notes that it may hint at "a route to self-reproducing molecular systems on a basis far wider than Watson-Crick base-pairing."7

Self-replicating grey goo causes extinction 

Drexler 97 (Eric Drexler, PhD in Molecular Nanotech, from MIT – 97 Founder, Chairman Emeritus and Chairman of the board of advisors of Foresight Institute, and Chris Peterson QUALS 1991 “Unbounding the Nanotechnology Revolution” The Foresight Institute http://www.foresight.org/UTF/Unbound_LBW/chapt_12.html)

The previous section discussed ordinary accidents that would occur during the use of nanotechnology by generally responsible, yet fallible, human beings. Nanotechnology also raises the specter, however, of what have been termed "extraordinary accidents": accidents involving runaway self-replicating machines. One can imagine building a device about the size of a bacterium but tougher and more nearly omnivorous. Such runaways might blow like pollen and reproduce like bacteria, eating any of a wide range of organic materials: an ecological disaster of unprecedented magnitude—indeed, one that could destroy the biosphere as we know it. This may be worth worrying about, but can this happen by accident? How to Prepare a Big Mistake The so-called "Star Trek scenario" (named after an episode of Star Trek: The Next Generation that featured runaway "nanites") is perhaps the most commonly imagined problem. In this scenario, someone first invests considerable engineering effort in designing and building devices almost exactly like the one just described: bacterial-sized, omnivorous, able to survive in a wide range of natural environments, able to build copies of themselves, and made with just a few built-in safeguards—perhaps a clock that shuts them off after a time, perhaps something else. Then, accidentally, the clock fails, or one of these dangerous replicators builds a copy with a defective clock, and away we go with an unprecedented ecological disaster.

Grey goo is the ultimate impact because it destroys not just Earth but the entire universe

Rheingold 92 (Howard Rheingold, Appointed lecturer at Stanford, Editor Emeritus of Whole Earth Review – Fall, 1992, Whole Earth Review, www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1510/is_n76/ai_12635777)
It looks as if something even more powerful than thermonuclear weaponry is emanating from that same, strangely fated corner of New Mexico where nuclear physicists first knew sin. Those who follow the progress of artificial-life research know that the effects of messing with the engines of evolution might lead to forces even more regrettable than the demons unleashed at Alamogordo. At least nuclear weaponry and biocidal technologies only threaten life on Earth, and don't threaten to contaminate the rest of the universe. That's the larger ethical problem of a-life. The technology of self-replicating machines that could emerge in future decades from today's a-life research might escape from human or even terrestrial control, infest the solar system, and, given time, break out into the galaxy. If there are other intelligent species out there, they might not react benevolently to evidence that humans have dispersed interstellar strip-mining robots that breed, multiply, and evolve. If there are no other intelligent species in existence, maybe we will end up creating God, or the Devil, depending on how our minds' children evolve a billion years from now. The entire story of life on earth thus far might be just the wetware prologue to a longer, larger, drier tale, etched in silicon rather than carbon, and blasted to the stars -- purposive spores programmed to seek, grow, evolve, expand. That's what a few people think they are on the verge of inventing. Scenarios like that make the potential for global thermonuclear war or destruction of the biosphere look like a relatively local problem. Biocide of a few hundred thousand species (including ourselves) is one kind of ethical problem; turning something like the Alien loose on the cosmos is a whole new level of ethical lapse. The human species has precious little time to gain the wisdom necessary to handle the knowledge scientists have discovered. Artificial life is too important to remain an esoteric specialty. The time to think about what it might mean is now, while we still have a choice. Military applications of autonomous, self-reproducing robots might lead to worse fates than mere annihilation. There's some question about whether it is ever possible to put knowledge back in the bottle, but there is no question that we still have time to make sure that the self-reproducing increasingly intelligent, interstellar lifeforms that we are about to create are more closely modeled on E.T. than on the Alien.
Middle East instability

Economic growth causes a growing gap between rich and poor countries

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to:… • Growing gap between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’. Economic globalisation is leading to a widening gap between rich and poor — both between the countries of the North and the South, and within individual countries themselves. Already, the wealth of 350 billionaires equals the annual income of the poorest 45 percent of the world‟s population, and yet the inequity continues to grow. The situation is exacerbated by the mobility of transnational corporations and capital, which operates to drive down wages everywhere. Production for global markets, meanwhile, is thereby further marginalising human labour. If much of the world‟s population is to continue leaving their villages in search of scarce jobs in the cities, how will the majority survive, jobless and with little prospect of future employment? 

Economic growth leads to economic instability

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to: …• Economic destabilisation. Tied to a complex system of imports and exports, countries are becoming ever-more tightly linked to a volatile global economy over which they have no control. Natural disasters, wars and economic slumps in one part of the world can have a direct impact on countries many thousands of miles away. American farmers, for example, found no market for half of their grain harvest in 1999, thanks to the financial crisis that struck Asia — a market on which those farmers had become dependent. 7 The speculative nature of most global investment makes the entire system even more unstable. In fact, the most traded product on global markets today is not something you can clothe or feed yourself with — it is money. Every day of the year, roughly $1.3 trillion is gambled on international currency markets — 30 times more than the daily GDP of all the developed countries combined. 8 More than 95 percent of this involves pure speculation, leading many experts to conclude that the system is so unstable its eventual breakdown is assured: “It is only a question of when,” argues international financier George Soros. 9 A small sample of that breakdown occurred in 1998, when unfettered speculation in the currencies of Southeast Asia led to financial crisis and recession across the region, with severe economic repercussions felt worldwide. 
Poverty and economic instability causes Middle East instability

Leigh 11 (Karen Leigh, reporter for Arabian Business, 19 January 2011 “Economic failure at root of MidEast instability- Amre Moussa”, http://www.arabianbusiness.com/economic-failure-at-root-of-mideast-instability--amre-moussa--374629.html SC)

The political upheaval that has plagued Middle East states in recent weeks is directly linked to the region’s lack of economic stability, the Secretary General of the Arab League has said. The thousands protesting in Tunisia, Algeria, Jordan, Egypt and Oman are indicative of failing economic policies, said Amre Moussa at the Arab Economic Summit in Sharm el Sheikh, Egypt. “We are confronted with major political events in the Arab world,” Moussa said. When it comes to political disruption, “economic events are linked. These events have an impact on development or are caused by failure in the development process." He referenced events in Gaza in 2005 and the Sudan’s recent split into two countries when discussing the economic fallout of a political upheaval like that in Tunisia last week. He also stressed the need for stronger economic connectivity between Arab countries as a way to alleviate joblessness and other problems facing the Arab world. Recent weeks have seen a string of public protests across the region, sparked by high unemployment, rising prices and perceived government corruption. Tunisia’s government topped amid a tidal wave of protests sparked when a 26-year-old unemployed man set himself on fire. On Tuesday, two men set fire to themselves in a copycat action in downtown Cairo. A third, a 25-year-old unemployed man, died in Alexandria after setting himself alight. Algeria has also issued reports of burnings, in protest at deteriorating living conditions. “We do not want the Arab world to be behind all other regions regarding poverty alleviation and human development – there is a challenge confronting us not only in governments but societies,” Moussa said. “We would not say that a certain government succeeded and another one failed, but that the community failed. As a whole the community should be the monitor for economic progress. “We have a half-filled cup, so to speak, so it depends on how we build progress and fill the cup to the brim. Poverty unfortunately affects most of our people, and this is [typically] a measure for progress,” he said. Cooperation between government and the private sector will be imperative to revamp the Middle East’s faltering economies, he said. “Arab states have adopted resolutions and also we ask business people to contribute to the process of development,” he said. Egyptian Minister for Trade Rashid Mohammed Rashid said joblessness was a major factor tugging down the Middle East’s progress. The region must create 40 million jobs over the next 20 years, he told Arabian Business earlier this week. “What I hope for today… is the integration of CEOs and civil society organizations as well as Arab organizations,” he said. “All countries in the Arab world are in need of economic employment. We need employment for 40mn young people in next [eight years] and this will not be the fruit of just declarations written on paper. This cannot be easily achieved.” He said overall development had fallen short of expectations. “What we have achieved runs far short of what we had hoped for. Arab economic cooperation represents 12 percent [of the overall investment GDP.] In the EU it’s 60 percent and in Asia it’s 25 percent. “So though we’re happy to see this figure increase – six years ago it didn’t even reach seven percent - the route is going to be very long.” 

Middle East instability causes high gas prices

Louie 11 (David Louie, reporter for ABC news, 22 February 2011, “Middle East instability causes higher gas prices”, http://abclocal.go.com/kgo/story?section=news/business&id=7974041 SC)

Political scientists are indicating 2011 might be to the Middle East what 1989 was to Eastern Europe - a time when long-entrenched dictatorships tumble, ushering in a new populist era. Tunisia, Egypt and now Libya may eventually see new forms of government as happened in Poland, East Germany, Hungary and other former Soviet bloc nations. However, the turmoil in the Middle East is also creating jitters on Wall Street, in world oil markets, and at the local gas pump. The price of reform in the Middle East may impair the U.S. economic recovery. Retail gas prices, already inching upward, will likely be heading higher according to Severin Borenstein, Ph.D., co-director the University of California Energy Institute and an expert on oil markets. "I think that there's a risk they could go quite a bit higher if we see disruption spread, particularly if it spreads to Saudi Arabia," said Borenstein. Consumers also may feel the bite when they go shopping because higher fuel will hit delivery vans and trucks. "The sectors that are most vulnerable... those that have to pay a lot for transportation, so goods that are very costly to transport are the heavy goods that generally go by truck to the retail sector, and they take a huge hit," said Boresnstein. Airlines and companies that outsource manufacturing overseas will be the sectors that will see the great initial impact as oil prices soar. Their choice will be absorb the added cost or charge higher fares. Silicon Valley buys and manufactures a lot of its parts and products overseas, so low-cost factories in China and other parts of Asia may have to raise prices as their energy and transportation costs rise. Earlier on Monday, U.S. stock markets tumbled, suffering the biggest single-day drop of the year, as a result of concerns over Middle East turmoil. The Dow Industrials lost 178 points, closing at 12,212.79. While no oil shipments have been disrupted, the price of a barrel of light, sweet crude for delivery in March hit a two and a half year high of $93.57, up 8.6 percent in a single day. Prof. Larry Diamond, Ph.D., a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution and an expert in emerging democracies and the Middle East, says the tension in Libya and neighboring countries will not end soon, and the U.S. economic recovery may suffer. "This could very well be the 1989 of the Middle East. I don't think there's a single regime in the Arab world that is truly stable and secure. I think the entire region now is very fluid, very volatile, very much open to change," said Diamond. He says it's a good time to renew commitments to clean technology, alternative fuels, and green tech jobs. With experts saying there's no end in sight to the unrest in the Middle East, that means there's no relief in sight for consumers at the gas pump.

High Oil Prices kill the Airline Industry 

Thisdell 11 (2/21/11, Dan Writer for Serious Aviation, Flight Global, “Oil Price Fueling Fear for Airlines” http://www.flightglobal.com/articles/2011/02/21/353458/oil-price-fueling-fears-for-airlines.html)

Vueling chief executive Alex Cruz is "worried" and no-one is going to argue when he adds: "I think everyone is worried." It is not, after all, turning out to be a good year for oil. As airline bosses and other energy price-sensitive business people returned to work after the Christmas and New Year holidays, the International Energy Agency raised the alarm, as several weeks of steady price rises saw the Brent Crude benchmark open January trading with a push to $95 per barrel, its highest price in more than two years. International Energy Agency chief economist Fatih Birol was blunt: "Oil prices are entering a dangerous zone for the global economy." By early February, Brent Crude had broached $100 per barrier mark, traders fearing a fully-fledged revolution in Egypt, which produces little oil but controls the crucial Suez canal and pipeline routes from the Middle East to the Mediterranean. And as Tunisia's revolt has started to spread, nobody is prepared to say Saudi Arabia will be immune to the wave of unrest. Regardless of whether rising fuel bills derail economic recovery generally, from an airline industry perspective oil prices - closely tracked by jet kerosene prices - are in a trouble zone. In 2010, Brent Crude averaged about $80 per barrel, but IATA flags jet fuel prices at the close of the year were more than one-fifth higher than a year earlier. If those prices prevail for 2011, the industry's fuel bill will jump $22 billion, wiping out last year's record $15.1 billion industry profit. IATA is forecasting 2011 will see industry profits slump 40% to $9.1 billion, assuming Brent at $84 per barrel. However, director general Giovanni Bisignani warns: "For every dollar increase in the average price of a barrel of oil over the year, airlines face the difficult task of recovering an additional $1.6 billion in costs." By IATA's calculations then, if oil averages $90 per barrel this year, the industry will return to losses unless it can find significant cost savings. For an industry frantically cutting costs since the 2008 oil price spike took prices into the $140s, major cost-cutting will not be easy. So how worried should airline bosses be? "The oil price challenges everyone in the industry," says British Airways chief executive Willie Walsh. "There's only so much airlines can do to offset the increased cost. It will drive airlines that are unprofitable out of the industry ­because they just won't be able to survive but, ultimately, it's going to lead to higher prices." He adds that if five years from now oil is $150 a barrel, the industry will have adapted to the new levels. "There will be fewer airlines and prices will be higher, which will impact on growth." Michael Cawley, Ryanair deputy chief executive, adds: "There will be a mass of collapses and merger pressure in the future [with higher fuel prices]. Airlines with the most fragile balance sheets will be poorly placed to withstand fuel price increases." BA's most visible response so far has been a February rise in its fuel surcharge. At Delta Air Lines, the response to an extra $400 million in first-quarter fuel costs has been to reduce planned capacity growth and raise fares.  
Airlines key to Afghan recovery

Air Transport 11 (4/11/11, Airlines that know their stuff, “Cargo Airlines key to rebuilding Afghanistan” http://www.arabianaerospace.aero/article.php?section=air-transport&article=cargo-airlines-key-to-rebuilding-afghanistan”)

Cargo airlines will play an increasingly important role in the redevelopment and reconstruction of Afghanistan as the US military pulls out of the country over the next three years, says Peter Donlevy, CEO, East Horizon Airlines. Speaking at last week’s Afghanistan Air Cargo and Logistics Conference in Dubai, Donlevy claimed, “The key to the organic growth of Afghanistan is to build commerce, and cargo flights are a major way of doing this. There will be a sustained demand for cargo to move around Afghanistan as the military withdrawal takes effect.” Serving as a panelist during the conference presentation, ‘Prospects for the Airline Industry in Afghanistan’, Donlevy discussed the role that transportation of air cargo is playing in boosting the domestic economy and aiding the rebuilding efforts, not only to the main airports but also to the more remote locations of Afghanistan. “As the stability of Afghanistan continues to improve, more and more commercial opportunities will open up within the country. Having access to reliable, efficient cargo carriers is crucial to rebuilding this trade, and our new fleet of versatile aircraft provides that,” he said. “We have the ability to load and unload cargo in most locations, with our aircraft enabling us to get into unimproved areas that are inaccessible to other aircraft such as Boeing and Airbus,” he added. “This will make it possible to get equipment, goods and humanitarian supplies to their ultimate destinations across Afghanistan more quickly, safely and reliably than ever before.” According to Donlevy, it is important for companies in Afghanistan to have a presence on the ground, partnering with locals and contributing more directly to the local economy, which is why each western employee within East Horizon Airlines is paired with an Afghan employee so that western expertise and local knowledge are shared. “An Afghan company is one that lives, breathes and works in Afghanistan – not one based in another country which visits from time to time. We live and work in Afghanistan and are committed to being part of its new aviation sector.” East Horizon Airlines is the first Afghan airline certified under the new internationally-compliant Afghanistan aviation standards. Having already taken delivery of its first aircraft, it is now preparing its first official cargo flights within Afghanistan. “As the first airline designed from the ground up to comply with the new internationally-recognized Afghanistan civil aviation regulations, East Horizon Airlines is uniquely positioned to lead the way as a new Afghan aviation industry emerges”. East Horizon will have a fleet of five aircraft in operation by the end of the year, with further expansion planned for the next two to three years as market demand dictates. 

Afghan collapse causes escalating wars throughout Central Asia and the Middle East that escalates to global nuclear war

Morgan 7 (Stephen John Morgan 7, Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee & a political psychologist, researcher into Chaos/Complexity Theory, "Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?", http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639)
Although disliked and despised in many quarters, the Taliban could not advance without the support or acquiescence of parts of the population, especially in the south. In particular, the Taliban is drawing on backing from the Pashtun tribes from whom they originate. The southern and eastern areas have been totally out of government control since 2001. Moreover, not only have they not benefited at all from the Allied occupation, but it is increasingly clear that with a few small centres of exception, all of the country outside Kabul has seen little improvement in its circumstances. The conditions for unrest are ripe and the Taliban is filling the vacuum. The Break-Up of Afghanistan? However, the Taliban is unlikely to win much support outside of the powerful Pashtun tribes. Although they make up a majority of the nation, they are concentrated in the south and east. Among the other key minorities, such as Tajiks and Uzbeks, who control the north they have no chance of making new inroads. They will fight the Taliban and fight hard, but their loyalty to the NATO and US forces is tenuous to say the least. The Northern Alliance originally liberated Kabul from the Taliban without Allied ground support. The Northern Alliance are fierce fighters, veterans of the war of liberation against the Soviets and the Afghanistan civil war. Mobilized they count for a much stronger adversary than the NATO and US forces. It is possible that, while they won’t fight for the current government or coalition forces, they will certainly resist any new Taliban rule. They may decide to withdraw to their areas in the north and west of the country. This would leave the Allied forces with few social reserves, excepting a frightened and unstable urban population in Kabul, much like what happened to the Soviets. Squeezed by facing fierce fighting in Helmund and other provinces, and, at the same time, harried by a complementary tactic of Al Qaeda-style urban terrorism in Kabul, sooner or later, a “Saigon-style” evacuation of US and Allied forces could be on the cards. The net result could be the break-up and partition of Afghanistan into a northern and western area and a southern and eastern area, which would include the two key cities of Kandahar and, the capital Kabul. « Pastunistan?» The Taliban themselves, however may decide not to take on the Northern Alliance and fighting may concentrate on creating a border between the two areas, about which the two sides may reach an agreement regardless of US and Allied plans or preferences. The Taliban may claim the name Afghanistan or might opt for “Pashtunistan” – a long-standing, though intermittent demand of the Pashtuns, within Afghanistan and especially along the ungovernable border regions inside Pakistan. It could not be ruled out that the Taliban could be aiming to lead a break away of the Pakistani Pashtuns to form a 30 million strong greater Pashtun state, encompassing some 18 million Pakistani Pashtuns and 12 Afghan Pashtuns. Although the Pashtuns are more closely linked to tribal and clan loyalty, there exists a strong latent embryo of a Pashtun national consciousness and the idea of an independent Pashtunistan state has been raised regularly in the past with regard to the disputed territories common to Afghanistan and Pakistan. The area was cut in two by the “Durand Line”, a totally artificial border between created by British Imperialism in the 19th century. It has been a question bedevilling relations between the Afghanistan and Pakistan throughout their history, and with India before Partition. It has been an untreated, festering wound which has lead to sporadic wars and border clashes between the two countries and occasional upsurges in movements for Pashtun independence. In fact, is this what lies behind the current policy of appeasement President Musharraf of Pakistan towards the Pashtun tribes in along the Frontiers and his armistice with North Waziristan last year? Is he attempting to avoid further alienating Pashtun tribes there and head–off a potential separatist movement in Pakistan, which could develop from the Taliban’s offensive across the border in Afghanistan? Trying to subdue the frontier lands has proven costly and unpopular for Musharraf. In effect, he faces exactly the same problems as the US and Allies in Afghanistan or Iraq. Indeed, fighting Pashtun tribes has cost him double the number of troops as the US has lost in Iraq. Evidently, he could not win and has settled instead for an attempted political solution. When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden’s severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a “Peoples’ War” of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. What is at stake in "the half-forgotten war" in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America's capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!

Laundry List

Economic growth is bad but can be solved- laundry list of impacts

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

To open a newspaper today is to be submerged in a flood of ever-worsening crises — from runaway global warming to the extinction of species, from the destruction of cultures to rising job insecurity, from poverty and crime to the erosion of democracy. At first glance, these many problems can seem disparate and unconnected. But the fact is that much of today’s large-scale social and environmental breakdown springs from the same source: the increasingly globalised economy, with its massive, centralised system of production and distribution. Globalisation is transforming unique individuals into mass consumers, and homogenising diverse cultural traditions around the world. It is destroying wilderness and biodiversity, and creating an expanding stream of waste that the biosphere simply cannot absorb. It is widening the gap between rich and poor worldwide, and leading to increased levels of crime and violence. In the name of “growth” and “efficiency”, it is dividing us from each other and from the natural world on which we ultimately depend. Despite the apparent enormity of the task of making changes to our economic system, isolating this root cause can actually be very empowering. Rather than confront an overwhelming list of seemingly isolated symptoms, we can begin to discern the disease itself. Just as important, the outline of a cure starts to take shape as well. Globalisation is often portrayed as the inevitable product of natural and evolutionary forces. “Globalisation is not a policy choice,” Bill Clinton used to say, “It is a fact.” But globalisation is neither an inevitable nor an evolutionary process: it is occurring because governments actively promote it and continually subsidise the framework necessary to support it. In a sense, today‟s globalised economy has been subsidised by the countries of the South for the past 500 years, at great expense to their own cultures, their land and their economies. The current dominance of the western industrial model could never have arisen without prolonged access to the South‟s raw materials, labour (including slave labour) and markets.

***Poverty

Food insecurity increases suffering of the poor

Dorward 11 (Andrew, February 2011, PhD, studies agricultural economics, “Getting Real about Food Prices”, http://www.soas.ac.uk/cdpr/publications/dv/file66348.pdf SC)

The Importance of Income- Though this analysis provides valuable insights into differences in real price changes faced by different income groups, it does not address a more fundamental issue: the impacts of increases in food prices on the welfare of poor people are not determined primarily by changes in the prices of food relative to the prices of other goods and services, but by changes in food prices relative to their incomes and expenditures. Hence, in order to investigate movements in real wheat prices based, at least, on differences in income levels between a rich country and a poor country, Figure 2 compares international wheat prices deflated by GDP per capita changes in (a) the United States and (b) Malawi. Between 1960 and 1980, the two sets of real wheat prices tended to move together as economic growth was similar in both countries. Thereafter, however, they diverged sharply as Malawi’s income per capita fell relative to that of the US. While real wheat prices deflated by US GDP per capita dropped sharply after 1980, those deflated by Malawi’s GDP per capita remained much higher and more volatile. Then in 2009 and 2010 the two began to converge as the Malawi economy grew faster than the US economy (even though on average Malawians have remained considerably poorer than US citizens). This kind of analysis is useful in showing how real wheat prices relative to income diverge between countries experiencing different rates of income growth. Like our earlier use of the stylised low-income price index, this approach demonstrates the importance of developing more appropriate measures of real food prices than those based on uniform and misleading applications of US or global price indices. Its weakness is that it does not, of course, account for the effects of skewed income distributions within countries. So, neither of our two measures above adequately describes the differences in the vulnerabilities of low- and highincome groups to high food prices. These differences can be highlighted by examining the effects of price rises on income groups that deploy different shares of their income to buy food. Let us compare the effect of food price increases on high- and low-income groups. For example, if a high-income household spending 10% of its income on basic foods is affected by a 100% rise in food prices, then (without any change in income) it could adjust its food consumption in order to eat less food and/or less expensive food, and/or reduce its non-food expenditure. If the household made no adjustments to its food consumption, its maximum required cut in non-food expenditures would be from 90% to 80% of its income, i.e. a cut of only 11%. However, for a low-income household spending 50% of its income on basic foods, the options for responding to the same 100% rise in food prices would be much more limited. It would already be consuming a low-cost diet, with limited options to reduce food expenditures without seriously affecting already low nutrient intakes. If it could not make significant cuts in the costs of its food consumption, it would have to face very serious cuts in non-food expenditures, such as on clothing, housing, energy and other essential items. 

***Indo-Pak war

Food shortages and high food prices lead to war and instability in South Asia

Vatikoitis 8 (Michael Vatikiotis, writer and journalist in Asia, 23 May 2008, “A hungry world tests skills of peacemakers”, http://www.hdcentre.org/files/A%20hungry%20world%20tests%20skills%20of%20peacemakers%20230508.pdf SC)

WAR and hunger are inseparable: Experience has shown the close relationship between economic distress and the outbreak of conflict. But the solutions the international community tends to apply are mostly political and rarely address material needs. So what happens when people are driven to kill one another for food? It's a critical question to ask as the world faces a sudden and unexpected food price crisis that is threatening to plunge millions back into poverty. The spike in food prices this year has already led to violence. Food riots in parts of Africa and the Caribbean have created social and political instability. In rice-growing countries such as India, Vietnam and Thailand, hoarding has begun, with export bans creating inter-state friction. Myanmar's rice-growing capacity has just been devastated by Cyclone Nargis, which will add to price pressures soon. This is a crisis born of inflation and other market factors rather than fundamental shortages. Prices for the benchmark Thai variety of rice, a staple across much of Asia, have risen threefold within a year. Meat prices have risen by 60 per cent in Bangladesh, 45 per cent in Cambodia and 30 per cent in the Philippines. The World Food Programme calls the crisis a 'silent tsunami'. The threat of conflict is real, both within and between states as the trend towards liberalisation is suddenly reversed and replaced by subsidies, price-fixing cartels and export curbs. In Indonesia, a retired general recently warned: 'If students demonstrate it's not a worry. But if hungry people take to the streets - now that's dangerous.’

Indo-pak tensions are on the brink- any new conflict with cause a nuclear war, and miscalc is likely

Nelson 6/5 (Dean, founder and director of a journalism program at Point Loma Nazarene University, June 5, 2012 , “India and Pakistan ‘escalate nuclear arms race’”, The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/pakistan/9312139/India-and-Pakistan-escalate-nuclear-arms-race.html)

According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Pakistan has expanded its short-range missile capability while India is developing weapons systems which can fire nuclear warheads from land, sea and air. The escalation in nuclear capabilities has caused alarm because, despite recent improvements in relations between the two countries, the threat of a nuclear conflict remains. There were fears of a military clash in 2008, shortly after Pakistan-based terrorists launched a multi-target attack on Mumbai, while in 2002 there were real concerns that rising tensions could lead to a nuclear attack. Those concerns are based on Pakistan's development of "first-strike" tactical short-range warheads to counter India's superior conventional forces and weak mechanisms to avoid misunderstandings between the two countries in a military build-up. According to the Stockholm-based think tank Pakistan has expanded its arsenal of short-range tactical missiles, which can be used to strike smaller targets like bridges, tank columns and other installations. "India and Pakistan are increasing the size and sophistication of their nuclear arsenals. Both countries are developing and deploying new types of nuclear-capable ballistic and cruise missiles and both are increasing their military fissile material production capabilities," it said in its 2012 yearbook. India unveiled its first nuclear-powered submarine earlier this year and is expected to launch its first nuclear-armed submarine some time next year to complete its land, sea and air capability. Pakistan is believed to have slightly more nuclear warheads than India – 90 to 110 compared with New Delhi's 80-100. But experts say the figures may not include Pakistan's growing number of short-range tactical weapons. Dr Anupam Srivastava, leading nuclear security expert and director of the Centre for International Trade and Security at Georgia University, said the concern over Pakistan's build-up of tactical nuclear weapons is that it has a "first-use policy". "In a conflict between India and Pakistan, Pakistan's policy is that it can and will be the first to use nuclear weapons. Faced with India's conventional military superiority, they've tried to build an additional layer of security for themselves to deter a conventional strike," he said. The danger is that the two countries have yet to develop the channels of dialogue between their military chiefs to ensure there are no catastrophic misunderstandings over troop movements and military exercises. "This doesn't exist for tactical weapons between India and Pakistan," he added.

Even a limited nuclear war between India and Pakistan causes extinction

Fox, ‘8 (Maggie, April 8, “India-Pakistan Nuclear War Would Cause Ozone Hole” http://www.planetark.com/dailynewsstory.cfm/newsid/47829/story.htm)

WASHINGTON - Nuclear war between India and Pakistan would cause more than slaughter and destruction -- it would knock a big hole in the ozone layer, affecting crops, animals and people worldwide, US researchers said on Monday. Fires from burning cities would send 5 million metric tonnes of soot or more into the lowest part of Earth's atmosphere known as the troposphere, and heat from the sun would carry these blackened particles into the stratosphere, the team at the University of Colorado reported.  "The sunlight really heats it up and sends it up to the top of the stratosphere," said Michael Mills of the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics, who chose India and Pakistan as one of several possible examples.  Up there, the soot would absorb radiation from the sun and heat surrounding gases, causing chemical reactions that break down ozone. "We find column ozone losses in excess of 20 percent globally, 25 percent to 45 percent at midlatitudes, and 50 percent to 70 percent at northern high latitudes persisting for five years, with substantial losses continuing for five additional years," Mills' team wrote in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.  This would let in enough ultraviolet radiation to cause cancer, damage eyes and skin, damage crops and other plants and injure animals.  Mills and colleagues based their computer model on other research on how much fire would be produced by a regional nuclear conflict.  "Certainly there is a growing number of large nuclear-armed states that have a growing number of weapons. This could be typical of what you might see," Mills said in a telephone interview.   SMOKE IS KEY  Eight nations are known to have nuclear weapons, and Pakistan and India are believed to have at least 50 weapons apiece, each with the power of the weapon the United States used to destroy Hiroshima in 1945.  Mills said the study added a new factor to the worries about what might damage the world's ozone layer, as well as to research about the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange.  "The smoke is the key and it is coming from these firestorms that build up actually several hours after the explosions," he said.  "We are talking about modern megacities that have a lot of material in them that would burn. We saw these kinds of megafires in World War Two in Dresden and Tokyo. The difference is we are talking about a large number of cities that would be bombed within a few days."  Nothing natural could create this much black smoke in the same way, Mill noted. Volcanic ash, dust and smoke is of a different nature, for example, and forest fires are not big or hot enough.  The University of Colorado's Brian Toon, who also worked on the study, said the damage to the ozone layer would be worse than what has been predicted by "nuclear winter" and "ultraviolet spring" scenarios.  "The big surprise is that this study demonstrates that a small-scale, regional nuclear conflict is capable of triggering ozone losses even larger than losses that were predicted following a full-scale nuclear war," Toon said in a statement.

***China

Food insecurity causes Chinese instability

The Economist 7 (The Economist staff, 18 Sep 2007, “Food-price fears in China”, http://www.economist.com/node/9825983 SC)
China's inflation data from August, which showed consumer prices rising at their fastest rate in a decade, have stimulated intense debate about the nature of the inflationary pressures now emerging in China—and about whether the threat from inflation is becoming more serious. On the one hand, the pick-up in headline inflation has been largely due to rising prices for food (particularly pork) that are not indicative of more generalised inflationary pressures. For example, overcapacity and acute price competition in some sectors of manufacturing will continue to mitigate the impact of rising food costs on China's headline inflation. On the other hand, rapidly rising food costs are, in themselves, cause enough for policymakers to be concerned. China has long worried about food security, and the strong impact of rising food costs on the welfare of most of the population, particularly the poor, creates evident potential for social unrest. The prevailing assessment that the current surge in inflation reflects developments in the pig industry risks masking broader trends that have the potential to complicate efforts to restrain price growth.

‘

Global nuclear war

Yee and Storey 2002(Herbert Yee, Professor of Politics and International Relations at the Hong Kong Baptist University, and Ian Storey, Lecturer in Defence Studies at Deakin University, 2002 (The China Threat: Perceptions, Myths and Reality, RoutledgeCurzon, pg 5) LM
The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a China threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government's ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbouring countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China's neighbours. A fragmented China could also result in another nightmare scenario - nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.'2 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.

***Democracy

Food insecurity leads to civil wars, destroys democracy, and makes human rights abuses likely

Brinkman and Hendrix 10 (Henk-Jan Brinkman, Chief Policy, Planning and Application in the Peacebuilding Support Office of the UN with a PhD in economics, and Cullen S. Hendrix, Assistant Professor, University of North Texas, and PhD in political science, August 2, 2010, “FOOD INSECURITY AND CONFLICT: APPLYING THE WDR FRAMEWORK”, http://wdr2011.worldbank.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/WDR%20Background%20Paper_Brinkman%20and%20Hendrix.pdf SC)

Most research linking food insecurity to conflict has addressed civil conflicts: violent conflicts between state forces and a centralized, defined opposition group over territorial autonomy or control of the central government that achieve some threshold level of battle deaths (Gleditsch et al., 2002). The absence of civil or interstate war, however, is not the same as the presence of peace and stability. Between 1990 and 2008, Kenya experienced neither interstate nor intrastate war. Yet during this period, political violence, including election-related rioting, communal conflict, and cattle raiding caused over 4,500 deaths (Hendrix and Salehyan, 2010). Civil conflict and interstate war are the most obvious manifestations of political violence, but they are far from the only ones. Food insecurity contributes also to democratic fragility, protest and violent rioting, and communal conflict, particularly in developing countries with low levels of state capacity.

[…]

Democratic breakdowns occur when democratically elected leaders are deposed and replaced by unelected officials, without regard for the legal rules and institutions by which the offices of government are filled. Not all democratic breakdowns are themselves violent affairs: “bloodless” coups account for 67 percent of all coups and coup attempts. However, many have been quite deadly. Moreover, the autocratic regimes and instability these democratic breakdowns usher in are more likely to abuse the human rights of their citizens, in some cases leading to mass state killing (Poe and Tate, 1994, Harff 2003). 12. Democratic breakdowns are more likely to occur at higher levels of food insecurity, though this relationship is contingent on the level of economic development. Because more economically developed countries presumably have larger social surpluses that could be invested in ameliorating food insecurity, societal actors find it less tolerable. This causal mechanism presumes that the populace evaluates democracy according to a particular performance metric: its ability to provide for basic subsistence. Thus, food insecurity makes democratic breakdown more likely, and the effect increases in strength at higher levels of economic development (Reenock, Bernhard and Sobek, 2007). Based on the empirical evidence, it is unclear whether democratic failure is more likely to come about as the result of popular protest, as implied by the theoretical argument, or intra-regime tensions, such as those between the civilian and military branches of government. No microfoundational logic of participation is presented.

Poverty

Economic growth increases income inequality and poverty

Feng 11 (Wang Feng, researcher on social inequality with a PhD in sociology and Professor of Sociology at University of California, Irvine, July 2011, “The End of ‘Growth with Equity?” Economic Growth and Income Inequality in East Asia”, pg 2, SC)

Over the last half century economic growth in Asia, especially East Asia, has fundamentally altered the world’s economic and, consequently, political landscapes. In a short 50 years this region has grown into the economic powerhouse of the world. In 1955 China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan encompassed over one quarter (26.66 percent) of the world’s population but generated only 9 percent of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP).1 Five decades later East Asia’s population, measured against the world’s total, had fallen to 23.24 percent while its share of the global economy had grown nearly three-fold to 25 percent. The region is now the home of the world’s second and third largest economies. With China spearheading the region’s further expansion in global economic power, followed by Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, East Asia’s economic ascendance is continuing. During the ﬁve decades since 1955 these East Asian economies grew from among the poorest to among the richest in the world. What is equally remarkable is that in the 1960s and 1970s and into the mid-1980s growth in three of these East Asian economies—Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan—was associated with a particular identity, that of “growth with equity.”2 The economic upsurge not only increased their total GDP it also beneﬁtted most, if not all, of the population through rising income levels and rising standards of living. The economic growth seen in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan was accompanied by a relatively equitable distribution of income throughout their populations. This pattern of economic growth coupled with a relatively equitable income distribution helped these economies avoid social unrest and develop or consolidate democratic governments. At the close (2005) of this half-century of economic progress, the future of the East Asian growth with equity model was already in serious question. The limited income inequality observed in the middle stages of this regional economic growth is today increasingly being replaced by growing income inequality. The largest economy in the region, China, which now leads the region’s economic growth, also leads in the region’s growth of income inequality.

We have a moral obligation to help the poor- allowing someone to die when it could be prevented is the morally the same as killing them- helping them now solves short term and long term

Andre and Velasquez 92 (Claire, Markkula Center for Applied Ethics Associate Director, and Manuel, Professor of Business Ethics with a PhD, Spring 1992, “World Hunger- A Moral Response”, http://www.scu.edu/ethics/publications/iie/v5n1/hunger.html SC)

We Have an Obligation to Aid Poor Nations- Many maintain that the citizens of rich nations have a moral obligation to aid poor nations. First, some have argued, all persons have a moral obligation to prevent harm when doing so would not cause comparable harm to themselves. It is clear that suffering and death from starvation are harms. It is also clear that minor financial sacrifices on the part of people of rich nations can prevent massive amounts of suffering and death from starvation. Thus, they conclude, people in rich nations have a moral obligation to aid poor nations. Every week more than a quarter of a million children die from malnutrition and illness. Many of these deaths are preventable. For example, the diarrhea disease and respiratory infections that claim the lives of 16,000 children every day could be prevented by 10 cent packets of oral rehydration salts or by antibiotics usually costing under a dollar. The aid needed to prevent the great majority of child illness and death due to malnutrition in the next decade is equal to the amount of money spent in the U.S. to advertise cigarettes. It is well within the capacity of peoples of rich nations as collectives or as individuals to prevent these avoidable deaths and to reduce this misery without sacrificing anything of comparable significance. Personalizing the argument, Peter Singer, a contemporary philosopher, writes: Just how much we will think ourselves obliged to give up will depend on what we consider to be of comparable moral significance to the poverty we could prevent: color television, stylish clothes, expensive dinners, a sophisticated stereo system, overseas holidays, a (second ?) car, a larger house, private schools for our children . . . none of these is likely to be of comparable significance to the reduction of absolute poverty. Giving aid to the poor in other nations may require some inconvenience or some sacrifice of luxury on the part of peoples of rich nations, but to ignore the plight of starving people is as morally reprehensible as failing to save a child drowning in a pool because of the inconvenience of getting one's clothes wet. In fact, according to Singer, allowing a person to die from hunger when it is easily within one's means to prevent it is no different, morally speaking, from killing another human being. If I purchase a VCR or spend money I don't need, knowing that I could instead have given my money to some relief agency that could have prevented some deaths from starvation, I am morally responsible for those deaths. The objection that I didn't intend for anyone to die is irrelevant. If I speed though an intersection and, as a result, kill a pedestrian, I am morally responsible for that death whether I intended it or not. In making a case for aid to poor nations, others appeal to the principle of justice. Justice demands that people be compensated for the harms and injustices suffered at the hands of others. Much of the poverty of developing nations, they argue, is the result of unjust and exploitative policies of governments and corporations in wealthy countries. The protectionist trade policies of rich nations, for example, have driven down the price of exports of poor nations. According to one report, the European Economic Community imposes a tariff four times as high against cloth imported from poor nations as from rich ones. Such trade barriers cost developing countries $50 to $100 billion a year in lost sales and depressed markets. Moreover, the massive debt burdens consuming the resources of poor nations is the result of the tight monetary policies adopted by developed nations which drove up interest rates on the loans that had been made to these countries. In 1989, Third World countries owed $1.2 trillion nearly half of their total CNP to banks and governments in industrial countries. According to one report, since 1988, $50 billion a year has been transferred from poor nations to rich nations to service these debts. Those who claim that wealthy nations have a duty to aid poor nations counter the argument that aiding poor nations will produce more suffering than happiness in the long run. First, they argue, there is no evidence to support the charge that aiding poor nations will lead to rapid population growth in these nations, thus straining the world's resource supply. Research shows that as poverty decreases, fertility rates decline. When people are economically secure, they have less need to have large families to ensure that they will be supported in old age. As infant mortality declines, there is less need to have more children to insure against the likelihood that some will die. With more aid, then, there is a fair chance that population growth will be brought under control. Moreover, contrary to popular belief, it is rich countries, not poor countries, that pose a threat to the world's resource supply. The average American uses up to thirty times more of the world's resources than does the average Asian or African. If our concern is to ensure that there is an adequate resource base for the world's population, policies aimed at decreasing consumption by rich nations should be adopted. Those who support aid to poor nations also counter the argument that aid to poor nations rarely accomplishes what it was intended to accomplish. As a result of aid, they point out, many countries have significantly reduced poverty and moved from dependence to self reliance. Aid has allowed Indonesia, for example, to reduce poverty from 58% to 17% in less than a generation. There are, unfortunately, instances in which the poor haven't benefitted from aid, but such cases only move us to find more effective ways to combat poverty in these countries, be it canceling debts, lowering trade restrictions, or improving distribution mechanisms for direct aid. Furthermore, poor nations would benefit from aid if more aid was sent to them in the first place. In 1988, 41% of all aid was directed to high-income and middle-income countries, rather than to low income countries. According to the World Bank, only 8% of U.S. aid in 1986 could be identified as development assistance devoted to low income countries. Obviously poor countries can't benefit from aid if they're not receiving it. Finally, it is argued, all human beings have dignity deserving of respect and are entitled to what is necessary to live in dignity, including a right to life and a right to the goods necessary to satisfy one's basic needs. This right to satisfy basic needs takes precedence over the rights of others to accumulate wealth and property. When people are without the resources needed to survive, those with surplus resources are obligated to come to their aid. In the coming decade, the gap between rich nations and poor nations will grow and appeals for assistance will multiply. How peoples of rich nations respond to the plight of those in poor nations will depend, in part, on how they come to view their duty to poor nations--taking into account justice and fairness, the benefits and harms of aid, and moral rights, including the right to accumulate surplus and the right to resources to meet basic human needs. "I begin with the assumption that suffering from lack of food, shelter, and medical care are bad.... My next point is this: if it is within our power to prevent something bad from happening, without thereby sacrificing anything of comparable moral importance, we ought, morally, to do it." --Peter Singer

Economic growth causes poverty

Norberg-Hodge 11 (Helena Norberg-Hodge, PhD, analyst of the impact of the global economy on cultures and agriculture worldwide, 9 Sept 2011, “Shifting Direction:  From Global to Local”, http://www.countercurrents.org/hodge090911.pdf SC)

The globalised economy has not only been disastrous for the small shopkeeper and the family farmer: economic globalisation is affecting us all — as individuals, families and communities — and is putting the biosphere under increasing strain. More specifically, globalisation is leading to:… • Growing gap between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’. Economic globalisation is leading to a widening gap between rich and poor — both between the countries of the North and the South, and within individual countries themselves. Already, the wealth of 350 billionaires equals the annual income of the poorest 45 percent of the world‟s population, and yet the inequity continues to grow. The situation is exacerbated by the mobility of transnational corporations and capital, which operates to drive down wages everywhere. Production for global markets, meanwhile, is thereby further marginalising human labour. If much of the world‟s population is to continue leaving their villages in search of scarce jobs in the cities, how will the majority survive, jobless and with little prospect of future employment? 

Prolif

Globalization increases WMD prolif- 3 reasons

Russell 6 (James A. Russell, professor on Middle East security affairs, terrorism, and national security strategy with a PhD, July 2006, “WMD Proliferation, Globalization, and International Security: Whither the Nexus and National Security”, Strategic Insights, Volume V, Issue 6, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA519737 SC)

Proliferation, Globalization, and the National Security Dilemma- Regardless of where one comes out in the debate between the realists and the globalizers on the structure of the international system and the impact on international security, it is clear that policy professionals and politicians have voiced growing concern over the ability of the state to control and counter WMD proliferation. A variety of factors that seem immutably connected with the processes of globalization have contributed to this feeling of insecurity. 1. Interactions between state and non-state entities within the international system are occurring at a faster pace. The movement of information, technology, people and money—globalization—is an immutable force that only promises to continue its acceleration. Data will only become more compressed, processing speeds will continue to increase, and as a result, technology will become more widely available to an increasing range of actors. It is becoming increasingly difficult for states to develop mechanisms to keep pace with these global information and technology flows. 2. Non-state forces are exerting an increasingly powerful force in the international system. These forces seem largely impervious to the dominant state actors in the international system. Multinational corporations and non-governmental organizations are likely to continue their inexorable spread around the world, moving technology and information into heretofore undeveloped and underdeveloped geographic regions. Terrorist organizations also remain ingrained in the international environment, and it could be argued that various organizations have become truly global in character. Al Qaeda, for example, is franchising operations around the world either directly or indirectly, with these operations showing interest in mounting mass casualty attacks using unconventional weapons. 3. The unfettered flow of content, goods, money, and people has produced an environment in which new measures of instability and insecurity may be needed for states to appropriately apportion resources and policy instruments. States have traditionally used a series of indicators to define instability, such as physical violence requiring the deployment and use of military force. As noted by Cerny, today’s environment and the threats to security in the environment are much more complicated. A key facet of the environment is that states are no longer necessarily the major conduit nor controller of global flows, and it is clear that hostile non-state organizations are exploiting the uncontrolled underbelly of globalization drawing upon malignant flows and processes as life-cycle sustaining inputs. Some of these flows are effectively invisible to the state but are no less threatening than the physical manifestations of instability that are traditionally used to as indicators of insecurity. In other words, nefarious global flows have become a de facto indicator of instability that need to be addressed by states. It seems likely that these nefarious global flows are being diverted into virtual and geographic “holes” in the international system and are being drawn upon as life-cycle sustaining inputs by a plethora of hostile actors to support various forms of physical violence and instability in support of their objectives. 

Prolif causes mass deaths- escalation and miscalc 


Utgoff 2 (Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Summer 2002, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2)

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the, late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Space War

The economy is key to space exploration

Elhefnawy 8 (Nader Elhefnawy, PhD, journalist who writes about about international affairs, national security and space issues, 29 September 2008, “Economic growth and space development over the long haul”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1220/1 SC)

Nevertheless, that emphasis also happens to be narrow. Particularly where manned space flight is overly concerned, cheaper must go hand in hand with safer and more reliable. (A manned vehicle with a failure rate of one every fifty launches is not nearly good enough, at any price.) The reduction of the needed payload size to accomplish a given task, which has greatly helped to widen access to satellites, is just as important. No less important is the expansion of the economic base that would have to support such endeavors, a point which rarely gets much attention. There is an obvious reason why that approach is often ignored: the common claim that the limits to growth on Earth mandate a turn to the exploitation of space. (Such arguments are not exclusive to the writers of the 1970s. John S. Lewis posits that the failure to do so will mean “civilization collapses to subsistence agriculture by 2030” in his 1996 book Mining the Sky.) However, this is far from being the only reason. The plain truth is that relying on terrestrial economic expansion to endow us with the resources for eventual space expansion will mean admitting the most exciting things are further off than we would like, outside the time frame of “meaningful” discussions of what public policy should be or what private business can do. Besides, it makes for a less compelling and attractive story than the idea of a technological revolution just over the horizon that opens up the heavens to all of us—especially if one is a market romantic when it comes to these matters (see “Market romanticism and the outlook for private space development”, The Space Review, September 2, 2008). Nonetheless, that is what one would have to assume given the state of the art. Additionally, however, while space launch costs (and other, related costs) may drop in real terms in the coming decades, it is safe to say that any viable future spacefaring society will also see them drop markedly in relative terms. The United Nations predicts the rise of Gross World Product (GWP) to about $140 trillion by 2050, more than twice today’s level, and this is still rather conservative next to some previous periods of comparable length. A repeat of the growth of 1950–1990, for instance, would likely result in a GWP in the $250–350 trillion range. And of course, if one goes in for that sort of thinking, the growth we could realize if the predictions of futurists like Ray Kurzweil pan out would absolutely explode those numbers. Of course, some caution is in order. Given the challenges the world now faces, including tight energy supplies, ecological degradation, and financial instability (and the huge uncertainties involved in not just space, but other technologies like molecular engineering and robotics), it is easy to picture even the modest numbers supplied by the UN proving overoptimistic. Additionally, even if these levels of income actually are attained (and the possibility is certainly worth considering), one should not get carried away in fantasizing about their significance. Joseph Schumpeter once considered the prospect of a per capita U.S. GDP of $1300 ($16,700 in today’s dollars) in 1978. It seemed obvious to him that at such a level of income: all the desiderata that have so far been espoused by any social reformers—practically without exception, including even the greater part of the cranks—either would be fulfilled automatically or could be fulfilled without significant interference with the capitalist process. Put more plainly, he argued that “this would do away with anything that according to present standards could be called poverty, even in the lowest strata of the population.” Schumpeter’s scenario was both overly pessimistic, and overly optimistic. As it turned out, the US economy grew far more rapidly than that. By 1978 America’s per capita GDP was about fifty percent higher than in his prediction, some $25,000. However, the utopian results he described did not come about. Indeed, it is worth noting that Botswana and Estonia today meet the level of economic development he described. No one considers either of those countries to be anything close to “poverty-free”. This danger of overestimating the significance of a given level of income certainly carries over to discussions of how large a space program a country (or the international community as a whole) can afford. US GDP in 1970 was roughly forty percent what it is today, but the NASA budget is actually a little smaller. Clearly, growth alone (at least as conventionally measured) did not suffice to fund a more ambitious space program.

All space activity is used to launch weapons into space

Gagnon 09 (Bruce, Chair of Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, 21 March 2009, “The Space Arms Race and the NASA Scam”, http://www.antiwar.com/orig/bgagnon.php?articleid=14436)

NASA was created as a civilian agency with a mission to do peaceful space exploration. But the growing influence of the military industrial complex has rubbed out the line between civilian and military programs. When George W. Bush appointed former Secretary of the Navy Sean O'Keefe to head NASA in late 2001, the new space agency director announced that all NASA missions in the future would be "dual use." This meant that every NASA space launch would be both military and civilian at the same time. The military would ride the NASA Trojan horse and accelerate space weapons development without the public's knowledge. NASA would expand space nuclear power systems to help create new designs for weapons propulsion. Permanent, nuclear-powered bases on the moon and Mars would give the United States a leg up in the race for control of those planetary bodies. The international competition for resource extraction in space (helium-3 on the moon) is now full on. NASA's job is to do the research and development, and then be ready to turn everything over to private corporate interests once the technology has been sorted out. The taxpayers will fund the technology investment program. The military will create the space weapons systems to ensure free corporate access to the space highways of the future. The aerospace industry is already making record profits from the ever-escalating cost of space technology systems. Virtually every system now under development is well over budget. Just one illustration is NASA's International Space Station. Originally slated to cost the taxpayers $10 billion, the project has now grown to $100 billion and is not yet finished. High Ground in Space A little-known congressional study from 1989 called Military Space Forces: The Next 50 Years spells out much of the Pentagon's plan for achieving dominance in space. The Air Force Association published the report in book form, and congressional leaders like Representatives Ike Skelton (D-MO) and John Spratt (D-SC), Senator John Glenn (D-OH) and now-Senator Bill Nelson (D-FL) signed the forward. In the book, congressional staffer John Collins reports: "Military space forces at the bottom of the Earth's so-called gravity well are poorly positioned to accomplish offensive/defensive/deterrent missions, because great energy is needed to overcome gravity during launch. Forces at the top, on a space counterpart of 'high ground,' could initiate action and detect, identify, track, intercept, or otherwise respond more rapidly to attacks." Collins goes on to propose to Congress that the United States needs bases on the moon, at the top of the "gravity well," and on armed space stations on either side of the lunar surface. He writes, "Nature reserves decisive advantage for L4 and L5, two allegedly stable libration points [on either side of the moon] that theoretically could dominate Earth and moon, because they look down both gravity wells. No other location is equally commanding." Collins then concludes that, "Armed forces might lie in wait at that location to hijack rival shipments on return." Space piracy is born. Like the Pentagon, the defense industries also have a plan for space. They're working 50-75 years ahead of the rest of us. They understand the enormous costs involved. They are moving to secure a funding source and working to bring "reliable allies" into the program to help pay for Star Wars. They've learned to dress up key aspects of the program as defense, as in "missile defense." Space is the new military frontier. It's now up to the peace movement to understand the issue and help the public do so as well. Unless this costly and destabilizing new space arms race is stopped, life on Earth will become much more difficult. We must keep space for peace.

Other countries view space activity as space weaponization

Hsu 10 (Jeremy, Journalist who covers science, technology and storytelling, 5 May 2010, “Is a New Space Weapon Race Heating Up?” http://www.space.com/8342-space-weapon-race-heating.html)

A U.S. Air Force space plane and a failed hypersonic glider tested by the Pentagon represent the latest space missions to raise concerns about weapons in space. But while their exact purpose remains murky, they join a host of new space technology tests that could eventually bring the battlefield into space. Some space technology demonstrations are more obviously space weapons, such as the anti-satellite missile capabilities tested by the U.S. and China in recent years. India has also begun developing its own anti-satellite program which would combine lasers and an exo-atmospheric kill vehicle, as announced at the beginning of 2010. The U.S. military and others have also long developed and deployed more neutral space assets such as rockets and satellites for military purposes. In that sense, both the Air Force's X-37B robotic space plane and the HTV-2 hypersonic glider prototype of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) could represent similarly ambiguous technologies which may or may not lead to weapons. "Space has been militarized since before NASA was even created," said Joan Johnson-Freese, a space policy analyst at the Naval War College in Newport, RI. Yet she sees weaponization as a different issue from militarization because "so much space technology is dual use" in terms of having both civilian and military purposes, as well as offensive or defensive use. Such uncertainty regarding space technology can make it tricky for nations to gauge the purpose or intentions behind new prototypes, including the X-37B space plane or the HTV-2 hypersonic glider. The U.S. military could even be using the cloak of mystery to deliberately bamboozle and confuse rival militaries, according to John Pike, a military and security analyst who runs GlobalSecurity.org. He suggested that the X-37B and HTV-2 projects could represent the tip of a space weapons program hidden within the Pentagon's secret "black budget," or they might be nothing more than smoke and mirrors. The devil is in the details Many existing space technologies play dual roles in both military and civilian life. The Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) system which started out as military-only has since become common in consumer smartphones and car navigation systems. Modern rocketry grew in part from the technology and scientific minds behind Nazi Germany's V-2 rockets of World War II, and continued to evolve alongside ballistic missile technology. Even something as basic as a satellite image can be used for either military weapons targeting or civilian crop rotation, Johnson-Freese said. Space plane technology can seem equally ambiguous ? the Air Force deputy undersecretary of space programs scoffed at the notion of X-37B paving the way for future space weapons. "The whole issue is further complicated because beyond technologies like lasers, Rods from God, explosives, etc.... virtually any object traveling in space can be a weapon if it can be maneuvered to run into another object," Johnson-Freese told SPACE.com. Uncertainty matters a great deal for how other nations view the recent U.S. space plane and hypersonic glider tests, regardless of whether or not the technologies lead to future weapons. "They are testing capabilities that could certainly be useful to the military if it chose to use them in an offensive manner," Johnson-Freese said. "And the military has been silent on intent." Intrigue and deception Pike said the current work under way by the U.S. military leaves plenty of room for misinterpretations or even outright deception, which could be a ploy to distract other nations with military space projects. "One of them could be a deception program and the other could be the spitting image of the real thing," Pike noted. He said that such misdirection could force other nations' militaries to waste money chasing down dead ends. Both the Air Force space plane and DARPA's hypersonic glider may have a combined budget of several hundred million dollars per year, Pike estimated. He described such spending as "chump change" compared to the Pentagon's black budget spending in recent years of $6 billion to $8 billion annually ? and he pointed to decades worth of known space plane programs which had amounted to little. "I conclude that the hypersonic trans-atmospheric space plane domain is either unusually badly managed even for government programs, or there's a lot of hocus pocus here," Pike said. "I defy anyone to tell the difference between hocus pocus and mismanagement." Of course, the U.S. military could theoretically make good use of either the X-47B or HTV-2. An operational space plane could launch quickly as a replacement for recon satellites disabled in the opening salvoes of a conflict, and could "play hide and seek" to avoid being shot down easily. Similarly, a hypersonic aircraft or weapon might allow the U.S. to eliminate threats early on without warning. Look for how specific countries would react.

If China feels threatened by space weapons, they’ll militarize, and draw India, Pakistan, Russia, and others into a nuclear space arms race

Hui 05 (Zhang, PhD, research associate at the Project on Managing the Atom of  the 

Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University’s John F. 

Kennedy School of  Government, 2005, “Space Weaponization and Space Security: A Chinese Perspective”, http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1)
Arms race Due to the threatening nature of space weapons, it is reasonable to assume that China and others would attempt to block their deployment and use by political and, if necessary, military means.11 Many Chinese officials and scholars believe that China should take every possible step to maintain the effectiveness of its nuclear deterrent. This includes negating the threats from missile defense and space weaponization plans.12 In responding to any U.S. move toward deployment space weapons, the first and best option for China is to pursue an arms control agreement to prevent not just the United States but any nation from doing so -- as it is advocating presently. However, if this effort fails and if what China perceives as its legitimate security concerns are ignored, it would very likely develop responses to counter and neutralize such a threat. Despite the enormous cost of space-based weapon systems, they are vulnerable to a number of low-cost and relatively low-technology ASAT attacks including the use of ground-launched small kinetic-kill vehicles, pellet clouds or space mines. It is reasonable to believe that China and others could resort to these ASAT weapons to counter any U.S. space-based weapons.13 This, however, would lead to an arms race in space. To protect against the potential loss of its deterrent capability, China could potentially resort to enhancing its nuclear forces. Such a move could, in turn, encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit. Furthermore, Russia has threatened to respond to any country's deployment of space weapons.14 Moreover, constructing additional weapons would produce a need for more plutonium and highly enriched uranium to fuel those weapons. This impacts China's participation in the fissile material cut-off treaty (FMCT).15 Eventually, failure to proceed with the nuclear disarmament process, to which the nuclear weapon states committed themselves under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, would damage the entire nuclear nonproliferation regime itself, which is already at the breaking point. As Hu Xiaodi, China's ambassador for disarmament affairs, asked, "With lethal weapons flying overhead in orbit and disrupting global strategic stability, why should people eliminate weapons of mass destruction or missiles on the ground? This cannot but do harm to global peace, security and stability, and hence be detrimental to the fundamental interests of all States."16
Space weapons accidentally fire- escalation to the worst war of history would be inevitable

Mitchell et al., 1Associate Professor of Communication and Director of Debate at the University of Pittsburgh, Ayotte and Helwich, Teaching Fellows in the Department of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, 2001 (Dr. Gordon R., Kevin J., David Cram, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, "Missile Defence: Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads", No. 6 July, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)

A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34 The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere. The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict. Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'. It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.

US-China war

Economic growth increases risk of Chinese territorial wars and wars with trading partners

Boehmer 8 (Charles R. Boehmer, with Ph.D. in Political Science and Associate Professor of the Dept. of Political Science at the University of Texas at El Paso, 30 June 2008, “ECONOMIC GROWTH AND VIOLENT INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT: 1875–1999”, pg 255, SC)

Turning back to the Chinese example, policy-makers may view Chinese growth through different lenses. Those that are Realists, pessimistic, or generally fearful of Chinese power may see such growth in GDP and military expenditures as a threat, whereas others that are Liberal may see the creation of an economy of scale and increasing economic interaction with the West that has resulted in a booming economy. Predictions of future bellicose Chinese foreign policy must be evaluated against a background of opportunity. As China develops, it may face fewer severe conflicts, which threaten war with its main trading partners, and also with its bordering states with whom there may be competing territorial claims, although as a major power it faces a higher potential for conflict compared with a state such as Slovakia or Costa Rica. In addition, its proximity to numerous other states means there are more potential rivals or enemies compared with what New Zealand, for example, faces in its neighborhood. The point here is to make it clear that war need not be a result of economic growth but that when growth does contribute to interstate violence it does so by serving as a catalyst of willingness against a backdrop of opportunities. Chinese leaders may be less likely to back away from violent interstate conflict if a crisis occurs during a period of economic growth than they would before economic growth, and this risk is higher for China because its major power status and region provide more opportunities relative to most other states.

Any territorial disputes between China and its neighbors will draw the US in and cause instability

New York Times 10 (New York Times, 27 Sept 2010, “China's Territorial Disputes”, http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/international/countriesandterritories/china/territorial-disputes/index.html SC)

China and its neighbors have long been involved in a number of border disputes, many of them dating back to the end of World War II or the civil war that followed. Asserting Chinese sovereignty over borderlands in contention — everywhere from Tibet to Taiwan to the South China Sea — has long been the top priority for Chinese nationalists, an obsession that overrides all other concerns. Tensions over those conflicts rose sharply in the late summer of 2010, complicating China’s attempts to present the country’s rise as a boon for the whole region. The disputes have also handed the United States an opportunity to reassert itself — one the Obama administration has been keen to take advantage of, potentially creating wedges between China and its neighbors. Washington leapt into the middle of heated territorial disputes between China and Southeast Asian nations despite stern Chinese warnings that it mind its own business. The United States is carrying out naval exercises with South Korea in order to help Seoul rebuff threats from North Korea even though China is denouncing those exercises, saying that they intrude on areas where the Chinese military operates. Nothing has underscored the rising tensions better than the diplomatic conflict between China and Japan over the detention of a Chinese fishing captain, Zhan Qixiong, by the Japanese authorities, who said the captain rammed two Japanese vessels around the Senkaku or Diaoyu Islands in the East China Sea. The islands are administered by Japan but claimed by both Japan and China. Wen Jiabao, the Chinese prime minister, refused to meet with his Japanese counterpart, Naoto Kan, and threatened Japan with “further action” if it did not unconditionally release the fishing boat's captain. The Chinese government also blocked exports to Japan of a crucial category of minerals used in products like hybrid cars, wind turbines and guided missiles. It even detained four Japanese. The subsequent release of the captain by Japan three weeks after his arrest seemed aimed at defusing the standoff. But tensions continued with Beijing demanding compensation and an apology; Tokyo responded that it would ask seek payment to repair the two coast guard ships. The dispute may strengthen the military alliance between the United States and Japan, as did an incident in April 2010 when a Chinese helicopter buzzed a Japanese destroyer. Such confrontations tend to remind Japanese officials, who have suggested that they need to refocus their foreign policy on China instead of America, that they rely on the United States to balance an unpredictable China, analysts say. In July, Southeast Asian nations, particularly Vietnam, applauded when Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said that the United States was willing to help mediate a solution to disputes that those nations had with China over the South China Sea, which is rich in oil, natural gas and fish. China insists on dealing with Southeast Asian nations one on one, but Mrs. Clinton said the United States supported multilateral talks. Freedom of navigation in the sea is an American national interest, she said. China has also been objecting to American plans to hold military exercises with South Korea in the Yellow Sea, which China claims as its exclusive military operations zone. The United States and South Korea want to send a stern message to North Korea over what Seoul says was the torpedoing last March of a South Korean warship by a North Korean submarine. China’s belligerence has served mostly to reinforce South Korea’s dependence on the American military. American officials are increasingly concerned about the modernization of China’s navy and its long-range abilities, as well as China’s growing assertiveness in the surrounding waters. In March, a Chinese official told White House officials that the South China Sea was part of China’s “core interest” of sovereignty, similar to Tibet and Taiwan, an American official said in an interview at the time. American officials also object to China’s telling foreign oil companies not to work with Vietnam on developing oil fields in the South China Sea. Some Chinese military leaders and analysts see an American effort to contain China. But Asian countries suspicious of Chinese intentions see Washington as a natural ally. In April, the incident involving the Chinese helicopter and Japanese destroyer spooked many in Japan, making them feel vulnerable at a time when Yukio Hatoyama, then the prime minister, had angered Washington with his pledges to relocate a Marine Corps air base away from Okinawa.

Asian instability leads to global nuclear war

Cirincione 2k (Joseph Cirincione, director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2000, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain,” Lexis)
The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.
US-China war causes global nuclear war and extinction

Strait Times 2k (Strait Times, 25 June 2000, “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan”, Lexis)
THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.  Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

US-Russia war

Econ growth leads to resource wars

Goldstein 87 (Joshua S. Goldstein, PhD, professor of International relations, Dec 1987, Pg 592-593 “Long Waves in War, Production, Prices, and Wages: New Empirical Evidence”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/174156.pdf?acceptTC=true SC)

This effect of economic growth on the severity of war may be augmented by a "lateral pressure" effect (North and Lagerstrom, 1971; Choucri and North, 1975; Strickland, 1982). During production upswings, the great powers grow more rapidly-heightening competition for world resources and markets, and raising the stakes for international competition and conflict. Kondratieff himself (I928/ 1984: 95) attributes the correlation of major wars with long wave upswings to a process much like lateral pressure: The upward movement in business conditions, and the growth of productive forces, cause a sharpening of the struggle for new markets-in particular, raw materials markets.. .. [This] makes for an aggravation of international political relations, an increase in the occasions for military conflicts, and military conflicts themselves. Lasswell (1935/1965: 121) likewise argues that "prosperity expands markets, intensifies contact, sharpens conflict and war."
Causes US-Russia war over resources in the Arctic

Macalister 11 (Terry Macalister, energy editor for the Guardian, 12 May 2011, “Battle for Arctic oil intensifies as US sends Clinton to polar summit”, The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2011/may/12/battle-for-arctic-oil-intensifies SC)

The US government has signalled a new determination to assert its role in Arctic oil and gas exploration by sending secretary of state Hillary Clinton and other ministers to a summit of the region's powers for the first time. Clinton and the US secretary of the interior, Ken Salazar, were both at the biennial meeting in the Greenland capital of Nuuk amid fears by environmentalists of a "carve up" of Arctic resources that could savage a pristine environment. The political manoeuvres came as Britain's Cairn Energy prepares to drill for oil off Greenland while Shell applies to explore for oil off Alaska and BP has done a deal to explore the Russian Arctic. They also came as cables were released by WikiLeaks showing American diplomats talking about the need to assert US influence over political and economic competitors such as China. The WikiLeaks site published a dispatch from 2007 - numbered 12958 - detailing a conversation between US diplomats and the then Danish foreign minister, Per Stig Møller, in which they discuss delays in US ratification of a key maritime convention. "If you stay out," Møller is quoted as telling the Americans, "then the rest of us will have more to carve up in the Arctic." Another cable details the lengths to which the US has been going to influence Greenland. "Our intensified outreach to the Greenlanders will encourage them to resist any false choice between the United States and Europe. It will also strengthen our relationship with Greenland vis-a-vis the Chinese, who have shown increasing interest in Greenland's natural resource," a US diplomat is said to have written. Excitement about the commercial potential of the Arctic has escalated as ice has retreated, making access to oil, gold and uranium easier at a time when commodity prices have rocketed. The US Geological Survey reported in 2008 that up to a quarter of the world's remaining reserves may lie under a melting ice cap. Renewed interest by oil and mining companies has been accompanied by growing political and military activity but all the big states in the area, such as the US and Russia, have played down in public any speculation about a new cold war. Greenpeace oil campaigner Ben Ayliffe said the latest revelations were extremely disturbing. "Instead of seeing the melting of the Arctic ice cap as a spur to action on climate change, the leaders of the Arctic nations are instead investing in military hardware to fight for the oil beneath it. They're preparing to fight to extract the very fossil fuels that caused the melting in the first place. It's like pouring gasoline on a fire." The WikiLeaks cables show how the scramble for resources in the Arctic is heightening military tension in the region, with Nato sources worried about the potential for armed conflict with Russia. There is also concern that Russia may be manoeuvring to claim ownership over huge areas of the Arctic, with one senior Moscow source alleging that a Russian explorer's submarine expedition to plant a flag on the seabed beneath the North Pole was ordered by Vladimir Putin's United Russia party. Canadian leaders have privately expressed disquiet over Nato's mooted plans to use military force in the Arctic in the face of perceived Russian aggression. The recently re-elected Canadian prime minister, Stephen Harper, is quoted by diplomats as saying that a Nato presence in the region would give non-Arctic members of the alliance too much influence in an area where "they don't belong". The race for new resources has also worried indigenous people. Jimmy Stotts, president of the Inuit Circumpolar Council in Alaska, said he was not opposed to oil exploration as long as it was done safely. "We're not convinced, at least in Alaska, that it's sustainable so far, despite statements that are made by government or industry or others," Stotts said. "We're still waiting for somebody to prove to us that they can clean up an oil spill in the Arctic Ocean."

Causes nuclear war, nuclear terrorism, and nuke prolif

Allison and Blackwill, 10/30/11 – * director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School AND ** Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Graham and Robert, “10 reasons why Russia still matters,” Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/67178.html
That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran’s drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions. So next time you hear a policymaker dismissing Russia with rhetoric about “who cares?” ask them to identify nations that matter more to U.S. success, or failure, in advancing our national interests.

US-Russia war is the only existential risk – sheer magnitude of nuclear arsenals 

Bostrom 2 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, 2002 http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html, AD: 7/4/10)
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

***Aff***

Growth Sustainable 

Economic growth sustainable 

Sagoff ’97

 (Mark, the author of The Economy of the Earth (1988). He does research for the Institute of Philosophy and Public Policy at the University of Maryland, The Atlantic Monthly, June 1997, “Do We Consume Too Much”, Volume 279, No.6, paghttp://www.theatlantic.com/issues/97jun/consume.htm, accessed 7-9-12 BLE)

Many have argued that economic activity, affluence, and growth automatically lead to resource depletion, environmental deterioration, and ecological collapse. Yet greater productivity and prosperity -- which is what economists mean by growth -- have become prerequisite for controlling urban pollution and protecting sensitive ecological systems such as rain forests. Otherwise, destitute people who are unable to acquire food and fuel will create pollution and destroy forests. Without economic growth, which also correlates with lower fertility, the environmental and population problems of the South will only get worse. For impoverished countries facing environmental disaster, economic growth may be the one thing that is sustainable. Today those who wish to protect the natural environment rarely offer ethical or spiritual reasons for the policies they favor. Instead they say we are running out of resources or causing the collapse of ecosystems on which we depend. Predictions of resource scarcity appear objective and scientific, whereas pronouncements that nature is sacred or that greed is bad appear judgmental or even embarrassing in a secular society. Prudential and economic arguments, moreover, have succeeded better than moral or spiritual ones in swaying public policy. These prudential and economic arguments are not likely to succeed much longer. It is simply wrong to believe that nature sets physical limits to economic growth -- that is, to prosperity and the production and consumption of goods and services on which it is based. The idea that increasing consumption will inevitably lead to depletion and scarcity, as plausible as it may seem, is mistaken both in principle and in fact. 

Economic growth sustainable—Poverty rate proves

Brookings Institute ’11 

(Brookings Institute, Global Think tank, “Poverty in Numbers: The Changing State
of Global Poverty from 2005 to 2015 by the Brookings Institute”, http://nextbigfuture.com/2011/02/
poverty-in-numbers-changing-state-of.html, accessed 7-9-12 BLE)
By 2015, we will not only have halved the global poverty rate, but will have halved it again to under 10 percent, or less than 600 million people, with India and China responsible for three-quarters of the reduction in the world’s poor expected between 2005 and 2015. To calculate the number of people in the world living in extreme poverty, we update the World Bank’s official $1.25 a day poverty estimates for 119 countries, which together account for 95 percent of the population of the developing world. To do this, we take the most recent household survey data for each country, and generate poverty estimates for the years 2005 to 2015 using historical and forecast estimates of per capita consumption growth, making the simplifying assumption that the income distribution in each country remains unchanged. Global poverty figures are then calculated by adding together the number of poor from each country. (See the Appendix for a full account of our methodology.) Our results indicate that the world has seen a dramatic decrease in global poverty over the past six years, and that this trend is set to continue in the four years ahead. We estimate that between 2005 and 2010, the total number of poor people around the world fell by nearly half a billion people, from over 1.3 billion in 2005 to under 900 million in 2010. Looking ahead to 2015, extreme poverty could fall to under 600 million people—less than half the number regularly cited in describing the number of poor people in the world today. Poverty reduction of this magnitude is unparalleled in history: never before have so many people been lifted out of poverty over such a brief period of time. When measured as a share of population, progress remains impressive, but is more in line with past trends. In the early 1980s, more than half of all people in developing countries lived in extreme poverty. By 2005, this was down to a quarter. According to our estimates, as of 2010 less than 16 percent remained in poverty, and fewer than 10 percent will likely be poor by 2015. The first Millennium Development Goal defines a target (MDG1a) of halving the rate of global poverty by 2015 from its 1990 level. In an official report prepared for the U.N. MDG conference this past September, the World Bank stated that we are 80 percent of the way toward this target and are on track to meet it by 2015, though the Bank warned that “the economic crisis adds new risks to prospects for reaching the goal.” Our assessment is considerably more upbeat. We believe that the MDG1a target has already been met—approximately three years ago. Furthermore, by 2015, we will not only have halved the global poverty rate, as per MDG1a, but will have halved it again. Over the past half century, the developing world, including many of the world’s poorest countries, have seen dramatic improvements in virtually all non-income measures of well-being: since 1960, global infant mortality has dropped by more than 50 percent, for example, and the share of the world’s children enrolled in primary school increased from less than half to nearly 90 percent between 1950 and today.

Growth is sustainable – There is an incentive to preserve resources – high prices will eventually curb consumption – that will trigger a mindset shift towards sustainability without collapse

Cudd, 11 

(Ann E., Professor of Philosophy, Associate Dean for Humanities, University of Kansas, “Capitalism, For and Against - A Feminist Debate,” Cambridge University Press, Section 3, accessed 7-10-12 BLE)

I agree with Professor Holmstrom that we should be very concerned with pollution, and particularly with climate change, but in my view, this points us toward private ownership of property and not collective ownership of scarce resources. As has been proven repeatedly by experience, and as is clear from theory as well. When goods are collectively owned they are subject to the problem known as the "tragedy of the commons.” The tragedy of the commons is the overuse of a scarce resource that happens because no one has the incentive to preserve and protect the resource for the long term. Common ownership sets up a race to use the resource before it is used up by someone else, or exhausted. Even with the best of intentions on one’s own part, if one cannot be sure that others will preserve and protect the resource, then it is only rational to make full use of it while it lasts. In game theoretic terms it is like a "prisoner's dilemma" in which there is no equilibrium strategy that would counsel preservation of the resource; anyone who refrains from using the resource in order to preserve it for later generations would be played for a sucker. Real world examples abound of the tragedy of the commons: the depletion of the world's ocean fisheries; overpollution of the atmosphere; overgrazing of common pasturelands; over-gathering of firewood. This last is a particular tragedy in many places in Africa today for women, where they must search farther and farther from home to find enough fuel. Private ownership of property provides owners with an incentive to preserve their property for the long term, It is precisely the ability to exclude others from using it that allows one the security to be able to invest in it, by improving the pasture, protecting the trees, refraining from fishing at times, or taking only the mature animals. No one worries that cattle, which are owned privately and therefore cultivated, will disappear after all. But we are very worried about the disappearance of cod in the North Atlantic. Private ownership allows one to sell the good in the market, if and only if, those who would consume the good are willing to pay the price that reflects the relative scarcity of the good and the expense of preserving it. The ability to own a competing resource privately and sell it means that alternatives can be cultivated as well, which removes some of the pressure from the more scarce, and therefore more expensive, privately owned good. 

Growth sustainable & key to other sustainable developments—Indonesia proves

Lifshitz 10 

(Ian, Sustainability & Public Outreach Manager for Asia Pulp and Paper in North America. “Balancing Sustainability with Economic Development in Developing Countries- The Case Study of Indonesia.” Environmental Leader. http://www.environmentalleader.com/2010/05/28/balancing-sustainability-with-economic-development-in-a-developing-countries-–-the-case-study-of-indonesia/, accessed 7-10-12 BLE)

Against this backdrop, Indonesia has established priorities to ensure sustainable development occurs. These priorities are economic development to alleviate poverty, social welfare and environmental protection, which includes protection of high conservation value forests, biodiversity, endangered species and actions to tackle climate change. As in the developed world, it requires the government, NGOs, consumers and the private sector to work together to take action on these priorities and ensure success. The Corporation’s Role in Sustainable Economy Building

Multinational corporations, NGOs and governments around the world each play a critical role in helping to solve the challenges of effecting societal improvements with natural resource preservation. This begins of course with job creation. In Indonesia, we know that the income multiplier effect for non-food agriculture, such as forestry is estimated at 2.30. For every $1 (USD) increase in non-food agriculture production, Indonesian incomes are estimated to rise by $2.30 (USD) . Indonesians employed by the forestry industry and those in ancillary industries enjoy a better quality of life, often preventing a slide into poverty when basic living costs outpace standard incomes. Corporations can also provide direct private investment in country programs that support education, skills-training, some provision of medical care, entrepreneurial community enterprises and disaster relief, which often make a dramatic and immediate impact in the lives of the people who need it most. Clearly, it’s important that the corporation evaluates where these investments are earmarked, but the fact remains that many organizations in the developing world are the true drivers of change and positive growth for populations who are otherwise underserved. Sustainability in Tandem with Economic Development While corporations making these and other economic development investments are critical drivers of growth in developing countries, their focus must also be rooted in drivers that in turn enhance sustainability. Irrespective of geography, the focus of a company’s sustainability program most readily ties to the company’s core business. Climate change is an increasingly pressing and critical global issue, which can only be addressed through a strong commitment to sustainability. Whether at the international, national or sub-national level, sustainability is everybody’s business. The global paper industry, like others, is in the process of making significant changes, which in turn opens the opportunity to reduce its environmental impact. 

Economic growth sustainable in long & short term

Gage et al 2012 

(Alea, Berkely Law, University of California, The Sustainable Cities Conference Series: Urban Housing, Economy Transit. Sustainable Economic Development Policy Overview. http://iurd.berkeley.edu/publications/policyoverviews/IURD-PO-01-2012.pdf, accessed 7-10-12 BLE) 

November 18, 2011, stakeholders in economic development from think tanks, government agencies, law firms, trade associations and universities around the state convened in a roundtable to discuss the topic of sustainable economic development in California. In order to start the conversation, participants identified a working definition. As put forth by UC Berkeley Emeritus Professor Michael Teitz, and modified in subsequent discussion, it read: Sustainable economic development enhances equitable local income and employment growth without endangering local fiscal stability, degrading the natural environment, or contributing to global climate change. It challenges the model of growth based on pure consumption rather than human happiness, takes into account long-term goals as well as short-term needs and is sensitive to local context and history. WHAT IS THE POLITICAL AND FISCAL CONTEXT? The California fiscal crisis has left no state program intact, from law enforcement and education to redevelopment agencies, the primary entities coordinating economic development activities on the local level. At the same time, participants recognized the opportunity inherent in this period of crisis: AB 32, the most ambitious legislation in the country mandating reductions in carbon emissions, and SB 375, a far-reaching effort to align transportation investments, land use planning and affordable housing production on a regional scale. These provide a framework for new and coordinated approaches. The discussion identified three key elements to achieve the objectives of these legislative mandates, revitalize local economies and advance the state’s environmental and equity objectives. 

Economic growth sustainable- empirically proven

Taylor, 1998

- director of natural resource studies at the Cato Institute and senior editor of Regulation magazine (Jerry, “Sustainable Development: Common Sense or Nonsense on Stilts?”, September, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/features/sustainable-development-common-sense-or-nonsense-on-stilts/, accessed 7-10-12 BLE)

Is Barnett and Morse’s optimism regarding “just in time” delivery of new technologies and resource subsidies justified? Well, historical experience would certainly seem to justify their optimism. Those who find the theory counterintuitive betray a fundamental misunderstanding of the genesis of resources. Natural resources do not exist independent of man and are not materials we simply find and then exploit like buried treasure. On the contrary, they are created by mankind. As resource economist Thomas De Gregori points out, “humans are the active agent, having ideas that they use to transform the environment for human purposes. . . . Resources are not fixed and finite because they are not natural. They are a product of human ingenuity resulting from the creation of technology and science.”[10] The late David Osterfeld thus concluded that “since resources are a function of human knowledge and our stock of knowledge has increased over time, it should come as no surprise that the stock of physical resources has also been expanding.”[11] Obsessing on conserving present resources is akin to a farmer obsessing over conserving eggs rather than the chickens that lay them. The sustainable-development imperative betrays an ill-considered bias for natural as opposed to man-made capital. In truth, the wealth created by exploiting resources is often more beneficial than the wealth preserved by “banking” those resources for future use. Daniel Boggs has criticized the “rhetoric [that] says we didn’t inherit from our parents, we are borrowing from our children.” Argues Boggs: “This is usually designed to make us ashamed to use anything. Logically, it should also make us hate our parents for using up some of ‘our’ oil, or iron, or whatever. Yet, our parents did build this world for us.” He went on to point out that previous generations “created the resources that far more than replaced, in truth, what they used. And I am confident that we can do the same for our children. I would certainly rather have medicines and satellites and other technology than a few more billion tons of some rock or another.” It comes down to free choice, Boggs said. “We each can set our own economic time horizons. If we really think our grandchildren will be better off with shut-in oil wells than shares of IBM, we can buy them up and shut them in. But others should be free to make their own decisions.”

Transition Wars 

Transition would experience totalitarianism and war- it’s against human nature 

Aligica 3 (Paul, Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute, faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, “The Great Transition and the Social Limits to Growth,” The Hudson Institute, April 21, 2003, http://rs.reviewhudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2827) PCS 

Stopping things would mean if not to engage in an experiment to change the human nature, at least in an equally difficult experiment in altering powerful cultural forces: "We firmly believe that despite the arguments put forward by people who would like to 'stop the earth and get off,' it is simply impractical to do so. Propensity to change may not be inherent in human nature, but it is firmly embedded in most contemporary cultures. People have almost everywhere become curious, future oriented, and dissatisfied with their conditions. They want more material goods and covet higher status and greater control of nature. Despite much propaganda to the contrary, they believe in progress and future" (Kahn, 1976, 164). As regarding the critics of growth that stressed the issue of the gap between rich and poor countries and the issue of redistribution, Kahn noted that what most people everywhere want was visible, rapid improvement in their economic status and living standards, and not a closing of the gap (Kahn, 1976, 165). The people from poor countries have as a basic goal the transition from poor to middle class. The other implications of social change are secondary for them. Thus a crucial factor to be taken into account is that while the zero-growth advocates and their followers may be satisfied to stop at the present point, most others are not. Any serious attempt to frustrate these expectations or desires of that majority is likely to fail and/or create disastrous counter reactions. Kahn was convinced that "any concerted attempt to stop or even slow 'progress' appreciably (that is, to be satisfied with the moment) is catastrophe-prone". At the minimum, "it would probably require the creation of extraordinarily repressive governments or movements-and probably a repressive international system" (Kahn, 1976, 165; 1979, 140-153). The pressures of overpopulation, national security challenges and poverty as well as the revolution of rising expectations could be solved only in a continuing growth environment. Kahn rejected the idea that continuous growth would generate political repression and absolute poverty. On the contrary, it is the limits-to-growth position "which creates low morale, destroys assurance, undermines the legitimacy of governments everywhere, erodes personal and group commitment to constructive activities and encourages obstructiveness to reasonable policies and hopes". Hence this position "increases enormously the costs of creating the resources needed for expansion, makes more likely misleading debate and misformulation of the issues, and make less likely constructive and creative lives". Ultimately "it is precisely this position the one that increases the potential for the kinds of disasters which most at its advocates are trying to avoid" (Kahn, 1976, 210; 1984). 

Even if transition was possible, it causes environmental degradation, continual resource conflict, poverty, and war 

Barnhizer 6 (David, Professor Emeritus of Law at Cleveland State University, “Waking From Sustainability’s Impossible Dream: The Decision-making Realities of Business and Government,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review Vol. 18, March 2006, pg. 22, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=878405#%23) PCS 

“Small is beautiful” has become an impossible dream for all but a few communities. The process of impossibility is driven by population growth, the breakdown of local communities through migration, the infusion of multicultural diversity, and a materialistic ethos that has altered our sense of what constitutes quality of life. The most obvious driving forces include increasing urban densities and coastal development requiring massive infrastructures and supportive supply systems, overall population levels and the distortions of population distribution and age demographics. To these can be added quality of life demands caused people in economically impoverished countries can see how material life is led in richer countries and the spread of interdependent economic systems that allow global production and distribution systems to penetrate what had been largely closed economic and cultural systems. These conditions are not reversible. Such considerations render the dream of sustainability to the refuse heap of history. Of course it is possible for isolated pockets of activity to exist within niches, and for “sustainable” lifestyles to be supported for a limited number of people. But local self- sufficiency is no longer an option for the great majority of the earth’s people. While people still engage in low level, low impact and integrated sustainable production systems that fill a demand/supply niche for natural or organic products or meet the needs of a small and largely closed community, these will never be sufficient on a scale beyond the local context. The scale of social needs, including the need for expanded productive activity, has grown so large that it cannot be shut off abruptly. It can’t even be ratcheted down in any significant fashion without producing serious harms to human societies and hundreds of millions of people. Even if it were possible to shift back to systems of local self- sufficiency, the consequences of the transition process would be catastrophic for many people and even deadly to the point of continual conflict, resource wars, increased poverty and strife. The transition costs in human, social and environmental terms are too dire to risk taking the chance. What are needed are concrete, workable, and pragmatic strategies that produce effective and intelligently designed economic activity in specific contexts and, while seeking efficiency and conservation, place economic and social justice high on a list of priorities.

Growth Inevitable 

It’s impossible to stop growth- progress can’t be slowed down

Aligica 3 (Paul, Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute, faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, “The Great Transition and the Social Limits to Growth,” The Hudson Institute, April 21, 2003, http://rs.reviewhudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2827) PCS 
Kahn pointed to yet another deep structural factor working against the limits to growth movement: the technological revolution. For him civilization has made a "Faustian bargain": a historical commitment to science, technology and industry. Science and technology helped Western civilization remove poverty, illiteracy, hunger and short life spans for the majority of people and created for them instead relative affluence, longer life expectancy and a sense of increasing power. But once the technological revolution started stopping its course is almost impossible: "Mankind is involved in a process that probably cannot voluntarily and safely be stopped, or prematurely slowed down significantly, even if there are good arguments for doing so." He maintained that "on balance and with some exceptions (for example, nuclear proliferation), the arguments are heavily against deliberate policies to halt or slow down the basic long-term technological trend, even if it could be done with safety. Indeed, we would prefer to accelerate some aspects of this trend, while being prudent and generally watchful in order to prevent or reduce the impact of the baneful possibilities" (Kahn, 1976, 164). Therefore it is probably a waste of time to think ideologically about stopping progress (much less social change) and foolish to regret that much of the physical environment and many established institutions must change. Much may be protected or preserved, and many aesthetic, environmental, and conservationist values may be furthered and enhanced. Nonetheless, some basic and irrevocable changes will occur (Kahn, 1979, 24). Besides turning the table and exposing the limits of the limits to grow movement Kahn also engaged in a theoretical dispute with the most sophisticated promoters of the limits to growth model: After noting that over the years the Club of Rome has changed from its original thesis arguing for specific resource constraints or overwhelming pollution problems, Kahn refocused on their redefined position i.e. that the system as a whole is too complex or otherwise unmanageable, even if the various parts of it function acceptably. Kahn considered that "that may be correct, but supporting evidence has yet to be adduced. The Club of Rome often criticizes Hudson Institute studies or assuming that the system works overall and then demonstrating that this is not contradicted by any issue. This criticism may also be correct. We simply do not know if the system as a whole works, and as yet we have no valid models for testing to see if this is so". Thus the repositioning of the discussion at the level of an abstract debate of the dysfunctionalities of a broad, complex and ill defined "system" was for Kahn of very limited relevance for the issues in question (Kahn, 1979, 23).

Progress is inevitable- this debate should be about presenting a positive view of the future, negative portrayals stall problem solving 

Aligica 3 (Paul, Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute, faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, “The Great Transition and the Social Limits to Growth,” The Hudson Institute, April 21, 2003, http://rs.reviewhudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2827) PCS 
An important part of Herman Kahn's efforts was dedicated to the way the challenge put by the limits to growth movement should be dealt with. In this respect the pivot of his contribution was his argument regarding the crucial importance of visions, ideas and ideologies. For Kahn the task is double: first to articulate a coherent and more reasonable view of the future and second to gain acceptance for this view. To deal with the challenge of the future people need a sense of their stake in the future and consequently a vision of the future that engages and motivates them. Giving people such a vision depends on two things. First, there must be an intellectual understanding of the issues involved that is "technically sound, psychologically relevant, and dramatically imaginative". Second, there must be organized efforts to get people to accept or use the new vision of the future (Kahn, 1979, 495). For Kahn the crucial task of a prudent step ahead is to refocus the public discourse and debate around some common-sense "assumptions" about growth and change and to waste less energy and time on utopian, ideological, or impractical issues. Kahn listed what he considered to be the most important of these assumptions: (1) Modernization is now both natural and inevitable-though the rate may vary enormously and there may be hard-core pockets of resistance. (2) Change always involves risk, pain, dislocation, and doubt. The objective should be to alleviate these symptoms rather than to eliminate them. It is especially wrong to increase the amount of pain by counterproductive digressions. (3) How change occurs is subject to some degree of intervention. Intervention may not always be knowledgeable and may not always achieve what it sets out to do, but it can be useful. It can also be counterproductive. (4) Nothing can prevent further change-for good or evil. Therefore, it is probably best to try to direct change towards the good or at least the less evil. This assumes that even if we cannot always agree on a long list of things we would like to have, we can usually agree on a long list of things we would like to avoid. (6) The way ahead will be much easier and safer if there is a relatively unified commitment to the trip and its objective and if skilled guidance and direction are available to help the countries avoid becoming lost or trapped. (7) While not all the experience, path breaking, and equipment of those countries who have gone first is useful, much is and should be exploited. (8) It is simply untrue that there is no possibility of having an attractive, human, high quality, affluent technological society. There are likely to be many possible ways in which humanity might use wealth and technology to design highly desirable life styles (Kahn, 1979, 25). It is very important to note that Kahn emphasized two important facts regarding the issue of projecting a persuasive image of a desirable and practical future. The first is that one would perform an enormous disservice to all, and especially to the poor, both by raising irrational and unrealistic expectations or by defining "what is a relatively normal, healthy and near-permanent condition as a serious moral problem which has to be solved" (Kahn, 1976, 209). The second is that while a desirable image of the future is definitely important to high morale, to dynamism, to consensus and progress it would be immoral to promote such image if not convinced of the truth of the message. "To us, the virtue of the image of the future presented here is not that it may prove useful (though we are highly pleased that this may be so), but rather that our forecast of the future may prove accurate, or at least about the most plausible image one can develop now" (Kahn, 1976, 210). He repeated again and again that if he could not realistically justify an optimistic image, he would be quite willing to portray a negative one, arguing that "it is our business to call the shots as we see them". Furthermore, such a negative image, "if persuasive and realistic", might help elites to mobilize to face real problems (as opposed to unrealistic negative images, which tend to raise false issues, create unnecessary controversy and divert resources and attention from practical solutions)" (Kahn, 1976, 210). Kahn was convinced that it is easier to mobilize society around a positive rather than a negative image. Moreover "if the negative image is largely inaccurate and morale-eroding as well, it could be destructive if widely disseminated" (Kahn, 1976, 210).

The effects of progress can never be wholly reversed- sustainability is impossible 

Barnhizer 6 (David, Professor Emeritus of Law at Cleveland State University, “Waking From Sustainability’s Impossible Dream: The Decision-making Realities of Business and Government,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review Vol. 18, March 2006, pgs. 23-24, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=878405#%23) PCS 
Globalization’s ability to help produce wealth in one area and for some people simultaneously produces harms to different people and interests and generates often unfair resource redistribution within existing cultures. This is an unavoidable consequence of globalization. If you and your local community that had developed an effective socio-economic system on a local scale over generations were suddenly forced into a kind of economic time machine that located you in an alternative universe where traditions were abandoned, power and wealth were reallocated, and culture shifted, you would be fighting back against the involuntary transformation of your world. The problem is that globalization has altered the rules of operation of political, economic and social activities, and in doing so multiplied greatly our ability to create benefit and harm. While some understandably want the unsettling and often chaotic effects of globalization to go away, it can only be dealt with, not reversed. The system in which we live and work is no longer closed. There are few contexts not connected to the dynamics of some aspect of the extended economic and social systems resulting from globalization. This means the wide ranging and incompatible variables of a global economic, human rights, and social fairness system are resulting in conflicts and unanticipated interpenetrations that no one fully understands, anticipates or controls. Local self- sufficiency is the loser in this process. It can remain a nostalgic fream but rarely a reality. Except for isolated cultures and niche activities there is very little chance that anyone will be unaffected by this transformational process. Change is the constant and it will take several generations before we return to a period of relative stasis. Even then it will only be a respite before the pattern once again intensifies.

Our brain chemistry means consumption is inevitable 

Allenby 7 (Brad, Professor of Civil and Environmental Engineering at Arizona State University, “The Benefits of Our Hardwired Need to Consume,” March 8, 2007, http://www.greenbiz.com/blog/2007/03/08/the-benefits-our-hardwired-need-consume) PCS

That humans are inclined to make choices that offer more pleasure than pain comes as no surprise, but a look at how marketing -- whether of consumer goods or environmental causes -- offers intriguing ideas on how to create change, Brad Allenby writes. The issue of consumption is perhaps one of the most vexed in the environmental and sustainability discourses, especially when contrasting the United States, which tends towards more of a free market, free consumer choice philosophy, with the European Union. Some interesting recent work indicates that it may also be much more complex than we generally realize. Take the recent work by George Lowenstein at Carnegie-Mellon University, Brian Knutson of Stanford, and Drazen Prelec of MIT. In order to better understand the brain chemistry underlying consumption, they presented product choices, then payment choices, to volunteers while scanning their brains with functional magnetic resonance imaging. They found that the nucleus accumbens, which is involved in processing reward stimuli (food, recreational drugs) was activated by presentation of desirable products such as chocolates, while the insular cortex, linked to expectations of pain, was activated by price information. After both product and price were presented, the prefrontal cortex, an area associated with rational calculation, engaged as well. This not only indicated that modern behavior ("rational" consumption choices) are piggybacking on neural circuits evolved for much different circumstances (not a surprise), but leads to some interesting if speculative possibilities. A fairly straightforward interpretation of these data is the suggestion that, at the neural level, consumption is affected, perhaps significantly, by a weighing of immediate pleasure versus immediate pain, rather than rational calculation, which only comes later. This may not sound revolutionary, especially to marketing gurus, but it nonetheless has some substantial implications. To begin with, it emphasizes the importance of marketing and presentation in consumption: if the benefits of a product can be made explicit and attractive from the beginning, the decision to purchase can be encouraged before the "rational weighing" process is even engaged. This might argue against the traditional environmental project of reducing consumption by generating large amounts of environmental information to be appended to particular products: if the V8 GT or large SUV is initially appealing, information on fuel consumption may be only marginally relevant because it enters the cognitive processes after the purchasing decision is essentially made. Conceptually, in other words, the environmental approach to reducing consumption through product specific information implicitly accepts "the rational consumer" model of human behavior: provide more information on social and environmental costs, and consumers, rationally balancing their options, will choose the more “rational” outcome -- that is, environmental preferability (remembering that consumers may not share the values prioritization of environmentalists). This appears to be an over simplistic, if not incorrect, model of consumer cognition. However, while this research might discourage product-by-product information schemes, it might support general anti-consumption campaigns. After all, such campaigns when successful make the act of consumption itself more negative emotionally, and thus enhance the expectations of pain associated with any consumption (the downsides of consistently negative messages from environmentalists are well known, however, and might generate consumer backlash that outweighs such consumption reduction effects over time). Another, perhaps more difficult, implication is the possibility that use of credit, which on balance reduces the immediate “pain” of a purchase because nothing material is apparently given up in exchange, creates a context within which consumers are inherently weighted towards consumption (the researchers have not yet tested this hypothesis). The growth and differentiation of credit mechanisms, and the dematerialization of money, are long-term trends in developed economies, and a major mechanism supporting the continued growth in complexity of financial and economic structures. Thus, it becomes problematic for anti-consumption activists if the inherent dynamics and structure of economic systems as they evolve shifts the balance between consumption and pain towards consumption. That consumption has deep emotional dimensions, and that access to credit encourages economic growth, and along with it consumption, are not revolutionary findings. But that consumption decisions engage particular brain pathways in ways that affect the effectiveness of environmental campaigns and projects is both interesting and important, even if at this point it may be difficult to be sure quite how these new discoveries cut. At the least, however, the demonstration that even apparently straightforward decisions are, in fact, grounded in pre-rational cognitive information processing suggests that environmental and sustainability activists need to become more sophisticated in the way they think about, and seek to socially engineer, consumption decisions. For social engineering is a double-edged sword, and especially in areas like consumption, increasingly understood as involving complex and fundamental behaviors, such efforts can rebound against those who seek to impose such behavior change, regardless of their good intentions.
Transition =/= Solve

   Elitism

Their ideology is grounded in self-interest, promoting elitism 

Aligica 3 (Paul, Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute, faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, “The Great Transition and the Social Limits to Growth,” The Hudson Institute, April 21, 2003, http://rs.reviewhudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2827) PCS
At this junction of his debate with the limits to growth movement, Kahn had a choice between engaging into a protracted debate about the state of the system and analyzing the movement in itself as a social phenomenon in an effort to reveal its deeper social and cultural roots and to make it better understood. He chose the second. The most important contribution in this respect was that he identified and exposed the limits to growth ideology as a cultural contradictions phenomenon of advanced industrial societies. His assessment was blunt: "Arguments in the already developed countries that continued growth is harmful to the world are largely accepted only by relatively small esoteric and elite groups or reflect the narrow self-interests of the already rich countries, or of the already rich sectors of the developed countries" (Kahn, 1979, 495). If economic development were not feasible, it would be immoral as well as undesirable to argue in favor of it. Many critics of further economic development truly believe it to be unfeasible, but their moral and intellectual positions are weakened because their beliefs rest not only on loose reasoning and analysis but also reflect un-assumed interests and partiality. To explain this thesis he introduced the notion of "elective affinities". In his view, the limits to growth position was so shallow that in order to understand the sources of its strengths we need to resort to what have been called "elective affinities," the concept that "it is easy for people to accept assumptions, characterizations, or analyses that happened to entail conclusions that did not interfere with their self-interests or values and even easier if the acceptance tended to further these self-interests and values" (Kahn, 1979, 495). Kahn argued that much of the strength of the various limits-to-growth movements and of the self-perceived moral superiority is grounded in elective affinities and not in objective facts or analyses. In fact there is a high correlation of all of these concepts with membership in upper-middle class in the affluent capitalist nations generally, and with membership in the liberal New Class (as defined by Daniel Bell) in particular (Kahn, 1979, 496). 

   Counterproductive

Discouraging economic development is counterproductive and overly politicizing 

Aligica 3 (Paul, Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute, faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, “The Great Transition and the Social Limits to Growth,” The Hudson Institute, April 21, 2003, http://rs.reviewhudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2827) PCS 
To sum up, in Kahn's view, the social limits to growth movement emerged in every affluent capitalist economy was a natural sociological and historical phenomenon. Once certain levels of affluence reached mindsets refocus and redefine priorities and objectives. The problem with this movement was that it developed too rapidly. Without suggesting that the limits of the kind supported are necessarily undesirable in the long run, Kahn argued that the premature emergence of a movement supporting them is counterproductive. Thus the movement should be thought as a "cultural contradictions of economic growth", in tone with Daniel Bell's "cultural contradictions of capitalism". Above all, Kahn's main concern was that the limits-to-growth movement could become a problem in the developing world. For him the issue of those regions of the world that hadn't reached the threshold of affluence was critical. The limits to growth movement confuses the political elites in the developing countries, the students from the developing world enrolled at universities in developed nations, and the various progressive and liberal groups. These are precisely those social elements that should be the promoters of growth and development in those regions. Instead of focusing on concrete problems, solutions and polices that would improve immediately the quality of life of their people, these elites are induced to waste their time arguing whether economic progress is being an evil to be avoided, or a weakness that one lives with but controls (Kahn, 1979, 222). Moreover the movement "politicizes and distorts the real issues" playing in the hand of left or right wing demagogues who are "blaming their nations' problems on everything but their own incompetence". Kahn was convinced that the medium- and long-range prospects for successful economic development for all nations "are much brighter than commonly perceived", and that "the single most important way to improve the prospects further would be for this to become widely recognized". But simply articulating this view is not enough. Views like this need to infuse and dominate the public discourse and for that to happen a battle of ideas should be won first.

   No Political Will

There’s no political will or popular desire to make the transition
Barnhizer 6 (David, Professor Emeritus of Law at Cleveland State University, “Waking From Sustainability’s Impossible Dream: The Decision-making Realities of Business and Government,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review Vol. 18, March 2006, pg. 30, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=878405#%23) PCS 
Devotees of sustainability pin their hopes on an awakening by an enlightened populace that will rise up an insist that business and government “behave” in ways that reflect the idea that: “A sustainable society is one that can persist over generations, one that is far-seeing enough, flexible enough, and wise enough not to undermine either its physical or its social systems of support.” It is not going to happen. There will never be a populist “revolution” in the way humans value the environment, social justice, and other matters of moral consequence. We “talk the talk” but rarely “walk the walk.” This is partly an individual failure but it is even more a result of the powerful forces that operate within our culture. Residents of Western cultures are shaped by the system in which they live. They will never possess either the clarity of agenda or the political will essential to a coherent and coordinated shift in behavior. This is due to the combination of ignorance, greed, sloth and being inundated by political and consumerist propaganda. This means there will be no values shift welling up from the people and demanding the transformation of our systems of production and resource use. When we attempt to talk about the need to do such things as internalize costs that are now allowed to remain external to the entities generating the harms, and shifting to a system of low or no impact on the Earth’s natural systems we are really talking about fundamental changes in life that we will not make voluntarily. Even Alan Greenspan drew severe criticism when he recently suggested that social security benefits should be reduced. Jacques Chirac’s party in France has seen its public support plummet due to efforts to reduce social spending. Germans have taken to the streets in the hundreds of thousands to protest their leaders’ efforts to develop plans to gain control of the welfare state. This brings out the stark fact that the political will required to change the system we have constructed for the demands of some version of sustainability is impossible to generate within the Western democratic Welfare States, including the United States. Nor is this surprising because the clear message is that we need economic growth. The situation is akin to one where I was in Bangladesh as part of a group urging the country’s Planning Minister to take potential environmental harms and ecosystem impacts into account. He responded that in theory the ideas were admirable but that he had to worry about generating jobs and food for 160 million people. He respected the arguments for sustainability but his more immediate needs were jobs and food.

AT: Mindset Shift

People are too unwilling to change- individuals won’t shift their culturally ingrained decisions 

Barnhizer 6 (David, Professor Emeritus of Law at Cleveland State University, “Waking From Sustainability’s Impossible Dream: The Decision-making Realities of Business and Government,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review Vol. 18, March 2006, pg. 31, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=878405#%23) PCS 
From the perspective of sustainability and the impact of voluntary codes and even the willingness to make important changes that risk the weakening of economic capability at a time when social obligations are relenting, politicians face voter rejection if they try to reduce social benefits, and an aggressive tier of Asian competitors has come on to the scene that are allowed to operate with inherent advantages suggest that conditions are likely to get worse rather than better. The rather unsettling probability is that the systems will collapse beneath their own weight as they are out-competed by emerging powers. The result is that the Western nations will become shells incapable of honoring their promises to their own citizens. Faced with harsh competitive conditions businesses may claim to honor voluntary codes and that they conduct their activities in accord with “green” values, but these will be little more than public relations gimmicks to appease critics or to take advantage of a particular consumer niche. Unless it is to the direct economic advantage of the business the codes will be worth no more than the costs of a Xerox copy. Return to the idea of our inability to generate the political will that would be required to achieve fundamental change if we decided that the Agenda 21/sustainable development ideas were good social and economic strategies. Even if they were desirable (and I have obviously argued they are not) they are “impossible dreams” because a sufficient number of people will never accept them as guides for behavior or as requirements for business decision-making. This is because we are not free and independent individuals but creatures of habit, dominated by the culture in which we exist, and desire to behave according to the dictates of the powerful systems that govern our lives and culture. Even inadequate, incomplete and imperfect but seemingly precise models and methods provide a sense of understanding and specificity. This mitigates the fear of our inadequacy and allows us to feel we are managing our world even though we aren’t. One common result is that our decisions are justified on the basis of the modeled analysis, hypothesized context and estimated consequences. This occurs even though it is only a kind of “virtual reality” designed, constructed, and implemented by the institution itself according to its needs, agendas and limits. The codes of practice represent this kind of wishful thinking. By creating and adopting detailed documents we deceive ourselves into thinking we have addressed the problems.

Recessions prove there’s no mindset shift 
Mead 9 (Walter, senior fellow for US foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger: Why the Recession Bolstered America,” The Free Republic, January 22, 2009, http://freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/2169866/posts) 
But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic States and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.

Society has an inevitable growth imperative, preventing mindset shift 
Gibson and Graham 96 (Julie and Katherine, feminist political economists and economic geographers at the Australian National University, “The End of Capitalism (As We Knew It): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy,” Economic Geography, 1996, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/144255.pdf) PCS 

Though divorced from its association with an evolutionary narrative of capitalism’s inevitable breakdown and supersession, accumulation brings its other meanings to the stories of Fordism and post-Fordism, which its status as a central process and systemic imperative cannot help but reinforce. Most prominently here I am thinking of the growth imperative that is traditionally associated with capitalist economies. If the regulationists have dispensed with the inevitability of capitalist breakdown, they have no dispensed with the inevitability of growth. Growth remains an unquestioned “law” of capitalist development, with the implication for progressive activists that politics must at least accommodate and at most foster capitalist expansion (the alternative to the “necessary” process of growth being a crisis of accumulation). 

AT: Solves Environment 

Stopping growth won’t improve the environment- evidence points the other way 

Carson 9 (David, Department of Economics at the University of California Berkeley, “Environmental Kuznets Curve: Seeking Empirical Regulatiry and Theoretical Structure,” The Oxford Journals: Review of Environmental Economics and Policy, 4(1), http://reep.oxfordjournals.org/content/4/1/3.full) PCS 

As we near the end of almost two decades of searching for EKCs, it is useful to reflect on what has been learned. Grossman and Krueger (1991, 1995, 1996) sought to demonstrate three points. First, increases in income were not automatically associated with increased pollution. Second, freer trade would not necessarily make pollution worse. Third, a free-trade agreement with Mexico would make the pollution situation in Mexico and the United States better, not worse. On the first two points, Grossman and Krueger have clearly succeeded in changing the views of most economists, and the bulk of the empirical evidence supports them. On the third point, the counterfactual is always hard to know. Our cursory examination of the evidence suggests that Mexico is at best treading water with respect to pollution. However, this may not be as bad as it appears. With a large increase in economic output and population, it would have been easy to forecast the much worse path predicted by many NAFTA critics. On the main message taken from Grossman and Krueger's work by the economics profession—that trade and higher income levels would make for a better environment—the supporting evidence is scant, fleeting, and fragile. Desperately sought, causality has yet to be conclusively found. Ultimately, the dogged pursuit of ever better empirical estimates has not revealed a clear causal income–pollution relationship although, as Auffhammer and Carson (2008) show, there may be some short- to medium-term gain from using income in a forecasting equation. However, the finding that a negatively signed quadratic income term improves forecasting performance is actually much more damaging to the IPAT view of the world, where pollution is always increasing monotonically with per capita income and growing affluence is still seen as the major cause of deteriorating environmental conditions. There is little evidence that stopping growth would improve pollution levels. Instead, there is robust evidence that pollution levels typically fall at high-income levels.

Shutting down the US economy wouldn’t solve warming 
Rivkin and Casey 11 (David, attorney in the office of Baker aand Hostetler, LLP, served during the Reagan and Bush administrations in the Office of the Counsel to the President, and Lee, attorney who served in the Justice Department under Reagan and Bush, “Climate Change Heads to the Supreme Court,” The Wall Street Journal, April 15, 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703551304576261271226827718.html) PCS 

What is clear is that the entire human population produces carbon emissions, and industrialized economies have done so on a significant scale since the beginning of the Industrial Revolution more than two centuries ago. It is impossible to determine whether emissions by any particular power plant—or U.S. electricity production as a whole—have affected warming trends and, if so, how. Nor can we surmise what party is responsible in whole or in part for the particular plaintiffs' alleged injuries. The law requires more than a guess. Even if a court could somehow make this determination, it would be unable to formulate an effective judicial remedy. China became the world's largest greenhouse gas generator in 2007, and the emissions of other major developing countries are growing rapidly. Were we to shut down the entire American economy, it's not clear that it would reverse, or even stabilize, the warming process. In other words, a judicial ruling in these cases could never be anything more than a symbolic swipe at the problem, as the appellate court's decision made clear. Again, our Constitution requires more.

AT: K Waves 

K waves aren’t supported by any statistical or empirical evidence 

North 9 (Gary, author of Mises on Money, economic analyst, “The Myth of the Kondratieff Wave,” Lew Rockwell, 2009, http://www.lewrockwell.com/north/north725.html) PCS 
Pugsley then cited extensively from an article by C. Van Ewijk of the University of Amsterdam (The Economist, Nov. 3, 1981). Van Ewijk noted that Kondratieff followed no consistent methodology in choosing the types of trend curves that he selected for different data sources. Kondratieff used various statistical techniques to smooth the curves to make them appear as long waves. "In case after case, no wave could be identified." He used price data, but these did not correlate with the actual economic output of the four economies that he studied. Then the waves that he presented were further "idealized" by whoever created the chart that has circulated ever since. Pugsley noted: "The upward movement of prices from 1933 to the present has already spanned fifty years, which is supposed to be the average length of a complete cycle." So far, price inflation has extended for about 75 years. Yet the deflationists are still predicting long-term, severe price deflation, and some of them invoke the Kondratieff wave to prove their assertion. Pugsley concluded: In not one case does the evidence corroborate the existence of the wave. Prices and output are not directly related – if anything they are inversely related. The forty-five to sixty-year period of the wave is only partially evident in the nineteenth century, and then only in the price series. Price moves in the twentieth century do not correspond to this periodicity, as claimed by long-wave proponents. There is absolutely no statistical correlation between series of real variables such as production and consumption, and monetary series such as prices and interest rates. Production and prices of the four countries studied do not statistically correlate; thus there is no wave operating coincidentally in the industrialized countries. In other words, Kondratieff's hypothesis is simply not supported by any evidence. The long wave exists only in the minds of a few misguided analysts, but not in the real world. It is pure hokum.

There’s no theoretical basis for K waves- Kondratieff has admitted the evidence is contrived 

North 9 (Gary, author of Mises on Money, economic analyst, “The Myth of the Kondratieff Wave,” Lew Rockwell, 2009, http://www.lewrockwell.com/north/north725.html) PCS 
Kondratieff admitted that there was no theoretical basis for his cycle. He also admitted that some of the price data revealed no traces in his cycle. He selected two groups of "elements of economic reality," as he called them. This is from The Long Wave Cycle (Richardson & Snyder, 1984). The elements of the first group were characterized by the fact that, along with the fluctuating processes, their dynamic did not manifest any general growth or decline (secular trend), or else that trend was scarcely noticeable – at any rate, for the period under observation (p. 33). What was he talking about? For one thing, commodity prices. He admitted: "In processing the statistics on the dynamics of the series of this group, I used simple analytical methods to bring out the long cycles" (p. 33). In short, he manipulated the evidence until he obtained a pattern. He said he found patterns in other statistics. But was there an underlying economic reality, "some real trends in economic development? This is a very big question, and I cannot now elucidate it." Yet this is the heart of his supposed cycle. "We do not have a method for determining how accurately a theoretical curve reflects real evolutionary-economic trends" (p. 35). All that he could find in the pig iron and lead statistics was one and a half or maybe two cycles (p. 52).

K waves are empirically false 

North 9 (Gary, author of Mises on Money, economic analyst, “The Myth of the Kondratieff Wave,” Lew Rockwell, 2009, http://www.lewrockwell.com/north/north725.html) PCS 

Kondratieff postulated a "long wave" of business that began somewhere in the late 1780s – it is all very murky since there are almost no statistical data for that period – and continues periodically roughly every 54 years. Well, what about the trough points? No question that the late 1930s – a "Kondratieff trough" – was a pretty miserable period. But what about the other three trough periods? What was wrong about the 1780s, for example? No particular depression there. And if we want to be generous and dismiss that "first trough" for lack of data or as only starting the whole thing, what about the alleged second trough? Fifty-four years from 1789 brings us to the "expected" trough year of 1843, a year in which everything was smooth sailing. Let us be generous and bend over backward for the Kondratieffites, and give them their admitted 1849 as the trough year. Even so, 1849 was a perfectly fine economic year, and in no sense whatever comparable to the late 1930s! In 1849, we were in the middle of continuing prosperity . . . . Let us then look more closely at the long contraction, or "long depression," phases of the Kondratieff cycle. To make any sense, they should in some way look and feel like depressions, like grim periods of decline in business activity. The first Kondratieff long depression was supposed to be the period 1814–1849. But these thirty-five years were by and large a period of great expansion, prosperity and economic growth for the United States, England and France, the three countries Kondratieff used for his statistical analysis. And what of the second Kondratieff depression, the period 1866–96? Was that in any sense a depression? For the United States, and to a large extent for Western Europe as well, this was the period of the most dazzling spurt of production and economic growth in the history of the world. Production and living standards skyrocketed. How in the world could three such glorious decades be called a period of secular decline? Rothbard goes on for pages, peak-by-peak, trough-by-trough. He shows that Kondratieff's alleged dates for the peaks and troughs do not correspond to the general economy in the United States. Then he delivered the final blow. This, remember, was in 1984, at the beginning of the longest boom in American history. But the Kondratieffites' problems have only begun. Their real difficulties come after the alleged Kondratieff trough of 1940 – the last trough so far. The entire boom-bust "long" cycle is approximately 54 years in length. Allow a few years here and there. But still: It has already been 44 years since the Kondratieff trough. A 44-year boom! So where's the peak? The peak is getting long overdue. Most of the Kondratieffites confidently predicted that the peak would arrive in 1974, just 54 years after the previous peak. Previous peak-to-peak stretches had been 52 (from 1814 to 1866), and 54 (1866 to 1920). So where indeed is the peak? It is now 1984 and counting. We are ten years past the confident prediction and we still have inflation. The Kondratieffites have been forecasting imminent deflation since the magic 1974 year, but still . . . nothing! 
